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l-bhamaha and his kayyalankaea, 

Bt Batuk Nath Sabma BAiiDEVA UpxVbhiaya. 


Preliminary. ■ 

In every age, in every clime,. the importance of an author 
is weighed on the scales of utility by the coming posterity. 
Plato and Aristotle command no inconsiderable recognition 
and deference even now — in the age which has seen cultural 
progress in almost all directions. This is so, not only for 
the reason that their works were of the highest order, but 
also because they were made much use of by the generations 
coming after them. So it seems that in order to gaui?e the 
merits of a particular author we should betake ourselves to 
the consideration of the kind of fame which that author has 
had the good fortune to call his own. 

Importance of 

Let us now turn to our own author and see whether he 
can stand the test successfully. Even a desultory student of 
Sanskrit Poetics can bear testimony to the fact that there are 
a few famous names of old eminent authors which no later 
writer on the subject could afford to ignore without sacrificing 
his own high ambition of celebrity. One of these such names 
is indeed that of • As far as we know, there is no 

important work on Poetics which does not refer to and 

his work in some way or other. His work has been very fre- 
quently drawn upon for quotations by almost all the important 
writers of Sanskrit Poetics. There are some who have even 
borrowed from his works ^ matter * and sometimes phrase- 
ology. In the body of discussions he has been referred to as 
an authority of necessary recognition. Even those who could 
not manage to agree with him on certain points have shown 
due deference to his views. He has been commanding this 
respect from Sanskrit poets and poeticians, not for a century 
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or two, but for a very large number of centuries, The name 
which seems to have been most associated with the science 
of poetics from its early infancy (with the only exception of 

) is that of Wilf, He is indeed the oldest 
and in fact one of the most authoritative ones whose work 
has come down to us. 

Not only the old writers of India have had much to do 
with and bis work, even the modern scholars of vast 

erudition and wide reputation, have been attracted towards 
him. There was a time when a regular warfare was going 
on, with regard to the date and personality of WWII, among 
some of the leaders of Oriental Research in India, in which 
some western scholars of note also took part. Though 
nothing perfectly quite definite was arrived at, still much 
was written which shed new light on some obscure corners of 
historical investigation. 

A Brief Survey of Discussions on wnf 

It would not be out of place to take here a very brief 
survey of the various problems raised and discussed with 
regard to along with the conclusion reached by way of 
their solutions. Though, as noted above, name was 

to be heard everywhere among scholars, his work was not at 
first available anywhere. Buhler, not finding any trace of 
¥ITIT5’s work, inferred, with the inevitable disappointment of a 
real scholar, that the work had been lost for over.^ In 1880, 
however, a MS of the work came to the notice of Gustav 
Oppert but we could not know much^from his description.^ 
In his memorable list of works on Sanskrit Poetics, Jacob 
noted the of vrTm ^.Iso,® but even this mention 

1. Biihler’s Kashmir Report, 1877. 

2. List of Sanskrit MSS, in private Libraries Southern 
India, Vol. L No. 3731. 

3. j. R. A. a 1897.& 
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was not of much use. In the edition of a certain Kanares^ 
work^ on Poetics, Mr. K. B. Pathak also took notice of this 
work but it was only in passing and had nothing directly to do 
I-. with it. The first person to give publicity, to work and 

1 to make definite statements about him, was R. Narsimhachar 
of Bangalore. In the Introduction to his edition of a Kannada 
work^ on Poetics he observed — Next to him (Bharata) 
in point of time, comes Bhamaha whose priority to Daodin 
is proved by the latter criticising his views in the first chapter 
of Kavyadarsa. He is one of the greatest authorities on 
Poetics, his view being quoted by almost all the subsequent 

writers of note on the subject..,,. Prof. Rangacharya 

M.A. of the Madras Presidency College has had the good 
fortune to come upon the manuscript of the valuable and 

long-sought-after work.: The work bears no date but the 

author probably belongs to the early part of the 6th cen- 
tury.” But as this was written in the Introduction of a 
Kannada work, it could not naturally come to the notice of 
most of the Sanskrit scholars. 

It was only when Mr. M. T. Narsinhiengar wrote an 
article on that the attention of Sanskrit scholars was 
drawn towards the great rhetorician Mr, Narsimhiengat 
raised almost all those issues which engaged the attention 
of Indologists for a long time later on. He thought that 
WiTf was a Buddhist and flourished after Dr, 

Barnett, in that very year, wrote a note, supporting 
Mr. Narsimhiengar that belonged to the first 

half of the 8th century^. Mr. P. V. Kane tried to refute 

1. edt. by K. B. Pathak, 1898. 

2. edt. by R. Narsimhachar, 

^903. 

3. J. R. A, S., 1905, p. 535 ff." 

4. J. R. A. S., 1905, p. 841 . 



Mr. Narsimhiengar’s hypothesis that SlTJJlg was a Buddhist, 
but as regards his date, he agreed with him^ In 1909, 
^?ITsrm’S ScrnT55!r^lT»J5?!J was published by Mr. K P. 
Trivedi in the Bombay Sanskrit Series. In an ‘Appendix’ 
to this work, wire’s ^TS?ir5If R appeared in print for 
the first time. Mr. Trivedi, in his learned Introduction, 
dealt with many questions in connection with His 

arguments were mainly directed against the views of Mr. 
Narsimhiengar. Dr. Jacobi^ and Prof. Rangacharya^ in 1910 
and Mr. Anantacharya* in 1911 joined issue and mainly 
agreed with Mr. Trivedi. Mr. R, Narsimhachar (the first 
person to give publicity to the discovery of work) 

added some new arguments to those already advanced in 
favour of the priority of ¥ir*Tf to 5 In the same year 

Mr, K. B. Pathak tried in a learned paper to refute many 
of the arguments put forward against himS. But his 
refutations, as shown by Mr. Trivedi the very next year, 
were as unconvincing as they were learned’’. This paper 
of Mr. Trivedi seems to have silenced his opponents, and 
for a number of years nothing new was added to this 
important discussion. In 1922, ■ Dr. Jacobi, with his 
characteristic insight in all matters connected with Indology, 
suggested a new line of approach to the determination of 
date (as did also Mr. P. V. Kane, quite independently 
Dr. Jacobi). He tried to prove that had borrowed 

much from and that consequently he must be 
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placed after To many this view appeared to be the 

last word in the discussion on the date of Dr. De® 

and others* seem to have followed in the foot-steps of 
Jacobi. 

The last few years have seen a marked progress to- 
wards the study of Sanskrit Poetics and a few very valuable 
works have appeared on the subject. Mr. P. V. Kane 
deserves all praise for his intensive study and extensive 
researches'*. Dr. S. K. De also is entitled to an especial 
mention. He has rendered a valuable service to the cause 
of the study of the History of Sanskrit Poetics by his 
useful work®. Dr. Nobel’s recently published book® 
and Mr. B. N. Bhattacharya’s paper’’ are also not to be lost 
sight of. 

In spite of so much writing, no attempt has so far been 
made to see if it is possible to throw any new light on the 
subject nor even to sum up in one place all that has been 
written before. work itself has till now been lying 

in a neglected condition in an obscure corner of a[?rTtr55S[- 

An attempt is, therefore, being made here to present 
within the limits of a brief paper every information hitherto 
available regarding and his work, and in course 

of this presentation, to examine critically the current 
theories and to see if any of them is compatible with the date 

1. Sitzungberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften, pp. 211-12. 

2. History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. i, p. 48. 

3. Nobel — Foundations of Indian Poetry, p. 17. 

4. Introduction to his edition of Bombay, i923, 

5. History of Sanskrit Poetries, 2 Vols., 1923. 

6* Foundations of Indian Poetry, Calcutta, 1925, 

7. Calcutta Journal of Letters, Vol. IX. 



recently brought to light. It is to be earnestly hoped that 
this humble attempt on our part will again remind the 
veteran scholars of their old friend and will probably 
help to create lor them a new interest in him. 

AND WHAT HE WAS 

We know very little with regard to except what 
we find revealed in his Tradition says 

that he was a Kashmirian, and this is believed in by 
Buhler^ and others^. There is no reason to disbelieve 
it even though we have no reasonable evidence — ^external 
or internal — to prove it beyond doubt. From the last 
sloka^ of his we learn that his name was 

VTPRff and that he was the son of The word 

which bears phonetic resemblance to 
and similar other Buddhist names, is alleged to suggest 
Buddhistic associations ; and this suggestion would seem 
to gain strength from a consideration of the term 
which is reminiscent of the name of one of Buddha’s 
disciples^. Mr. Pathak has shown that the word 
used to carry with it an idea of reverence®. He refers to 
a sutra of the where the word is expressly 

stated to convey such a sense. Moreover, the word^I^i^g^ 
which occurs in the opening ^loka*’" of work, 

I.. Biihier’s Kashmir Report, p. 64, 

2. Narsimhachar in his Introduction to 
Ind. Ant, 1912. 

Kfishnamacharya : History of Classical Sanskrit Literature. 

S'aHiaiwM VTR^ ii ^?ito VI, 64. 

4. J. R. A. S., 1905 

5. Ind. Ant, 1912. 

6. 4, II. 144. 

7. spijai ?iTi I 

II ^EIS^-L I. 



cannot but point, so it is said, to the Buddha himself. 

The word in its ^derivative meaning stands quite in 
correspondence with the doctrine of universal love taught by 
Buddha* gives as one of the names of 

exactly the same thing,' except that 
he adds to the list of the synonyms the name 
view of the well known fact that several Buddhist names 
were adopted by the Jains, one might feel justified in 
inferring from these Jain references that was originally 
an epithet of the Buddha. The use of the word for 
Buddha"^ is, of course, well known. 


Now taking these points into consideration, we may 
at once confess that the arguments, stated above for proving 
flTUf to be a Buddhist, do not by themselves stand on a very 
firm ground. As says Mr. Kane, there is not much in a 
name.'*' When the Hindus and the Buddhists had been living 
in the same country for centuries and centuries together, 
there is no wonder if one borrowed the name of the other. 
When this fact is found to be possible even in the case 
of such heterogenous peoples as the Hindus and the 
Mahomedans, it is even more possible in the case of the 
Hindus and the Buddhists. Moreover, we are to remember 
that Buddha himself had come to be recognised as an 
certainly before the 11th century. With 
Trivedi, we may add that the word is not exclusively 

used for the Buddhists. It is explained by the 
as a contraction of It is a caste 

designation added after the names of the Brahmapas 

1. arfirapR 1,1, 25. 

2 . srfflvrR 

3. 1^:— 

4. Introduction to p. XVIII. 



throBghont KasSmir and Northern India and corresponds 

to the HfJSrW of the South, ^ 

An author’s religion may perhaps be judged from the 
contents of his book, but not from his name. In the whole 
■ of there is nothing peculiarly Buddhistics nor is 

there any reference ;to ^the ..incidents of Buddha’s life or" to 
any purely Buddhistic legends. The first verse, no doubt, 
salutes but the appellation simply means 

and is not given by any lexicographer as 
meaning Buddha exclusively. The word is found in 
lexicons standing for Buddha as well as for Siva®. 
in his devotes a long section to the refutation 

of where he means by the term “Omniscient 

God’’ and not “Buddha.” It is a significant fact that 
who was himself a Buddhist, does nowhere give the word 

for Buddha in his ?TO?:%j5or | 

The of the Buddhists, which represents their 

theory of verbal connotation, is criticised by in ^ 

language which cannot be considered possible for a 
Buddhist* writer. 

1. See Trivedi’s Introduction to 
p. xxxvii. 

' 2 , Dl =3 i 

gg?fg^8StT "at u«tT trr^: ffarft ii 

asTsarro— VI, 53. 

Cf. urfoif^ ‘ 015 % ’ V. 1. 10. also. 

8. ^ ^ q ! 'g- ^f fer;-3T q^%Tgr . 

4. sput# 1 

3TwjNna snrw^pisiT«nigra: ii 

5R%T 11% II 

5BT3?IF°— YL 16.17. 
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He speaks of Vedic rites and ceremonies in very 
high terms. The kings who drank Soma are highly spoken 
of^- Most of his examples refer to Brahmanical gods® and | 

heroes. The famous Pauraijic legend of the burning of 

by has been referred to by in very clear I 

terms*. He very frequently alludes to the characters and 
incidents of The meeting of qfiJi with ; 

his exile to the forest of in obedience to the orders j 

of his father®, his piercing with a single arrow the seven 
efi^ trees®, the promise of fo search out the where- 
abouts of — these are some of the famous incidents of 

mentioned by WHf in his 



3^ 51% fspftgoiT U ^t®Tro-IV.4H. 

2. gJTT^ SF^: I ^s^Ho-IISo b. 

trrtr sp# » ^rs^n-o-IIl. 36. 


3?Twr I 

Traf gr; n ^f®!iro-lV.27, 

3. 51 'sprfe sprfNi i§5rr|^: i 

1531% gf ^ ^ ^ I ?CT3?JTo-III. 25. 

4. arcsiTSf^rasiT ^ra: i 

srra^’ ggr %cgT m i) ^t 3 !ito-V. 44. 

ttN epiT sragqTJTRgt ii ?T3 ?jto-III. 11. 

6. 5m: 5im%5raL3T^ I ^rs^n-o-Hi. 32. 

7. ^ #«r%% I 

qfligm m i%c*i«%?5qT it ^Rmro-IY. 37. 



The references to the characters and incidents of 
are far more numerous than those of ?CTJTT 2 I^. Almost all the 
important characters of are found mentioned^ The 

promise of to suffer the miseries of old age in lieu of 
his father^, and that of for the life of a perfect 

celibate®, have been alluded to by 5PiUT^, while illustrating 
different types of Similarly, the gambling duel of 

and the terrible determination and per* 

formance of the drinking of :f:!ara»r’s blood®, and many 
other incidents® are also referred to. In a truly beautiful 
^loka, describes the feeling of excessive joy expressed 

by on arrival at his house’’. In another ^loka, 

the name of JraST, the son of is found coupled with 

that of ^51 [the progenitor of the lunar dynasty 

of Ksatriyas®. 


1. See III. 7, V. 31, V. 41 

2. sffera f^sSsiT 

^ m II Y. 36. 

!5iT spiwMl II V. 36. 

4. 51 agrrlfli 

fRT ?F«it II V. 42. 
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Besides these references to the and the 

there are obvious allusions to the stories of the king 

of the Vatsas, and of his son, as described in 

the ^fc^sarr of the celebrated prime minister 

to has been mentioned as going at night to the 

pleasure-house of king 

Bearing in mind all these facts, we really wonder how 
a person professing a particular religion, should, when 
writing an important work, have totally forgotten his own 
religion and betaken himself always to another for illustra- 
tions. There is no dearth of legendary stories among the 
Buddhists. Had he so wished, he could have easily drawn 
upon them. This fact becomes quite clear on looking into the 
works of and others, where it is found that all illus- 

trations are taken from their own religious legends. Not only 
this. At times, in refuting for instance, he becomes 

a bit aggressive to the pet ideas of the Buddhists. If we 
remember what the influence of the Buddhists was before 
the advent of what homage they commanded 

even from royal personages, a Buddhist’s partiality towards 
the Brahmanical religion becomes still more inexplicable. 
We may admit that these points by themselves do not form 
any firm ground for the belief that our author was a Hindu, 
but we have also to admit that the arguments advanced for 
making him a Buddhist are even more flimsy and consequent- 
ly less tenable. It is still an open question and will 
continue to be, until some evidence of definite and undisputed 
character is forthcoming. In the mean-time we may assure 
ourselves on the strength of the data within our knowledge 
that there is more probability in STrATf’s being considered a 
Hindu than a Buddhist. * 

I. IV. 39 el^ ^ ' 

3. Ibid III. 13. 
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The Date of Sfnifff ^ • 

The most important problem in connection with 
is his date. It has been the cause of a heated controversy 
among a number of eminent orientalists 'for a number of 
years. After such a long and impassionate discussion, one 
should expect to have a better result, namely, the exact 
determination of his date. But unfortunately the result has 
been quite the reverse. Nothing seems to have been achieved 
which is not even now enshrouded, to some extent, in the 
mist of doubt. We propose here to state, as clearly as pos- 
sible, the various arguments which have been put forward 
from time to time, to settle this vexed question. 

like most of the Sanskrit writers, does not give 
any clue to his date in his own work. There is no way of 
extracting evidence — internal or external — from any known 
source which may determine his date in exact numbers. 
What we can do is simply to try to find out the two limits 
to his date as correctly as the data at our disposal can allow. 

Even there we do not seem to be on a very firm ground. 
We can some how or other settle the lower limit of his date 
from quotations and references of later writers. But when 
we proceed to determine the upper limit difficulties begin 
to multiply. It is there that the great scholars have been 
crossing swords with each other. Let us, however, begin 
with the consideration of the lower limit to his date. 

By referring to the appendix of our text^ or to the 
foot-notes in Mr, Trivedi’s text®, it will be found that the 
earliest writer to quote directly is 

Then we learn from a number of later that 

had written a commentary upon the ^SIs?II5flT5C of ®. On 

I. Published in the Kashi Sanskrit Series, Benares. 

3. Appendix VIII, (B. S. S. XLV.) 
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comparing the contents of independent work 

with rc, it will appear that 

he had not been content with writing a commentary upon 
the work of but had freely drawn upon it for his 

own work As will be shown later on, he has not only 
copied Cliff’s definitions but has verily repeated them 
verbatim, 

gives clear indications of his 
acquaintance with the work of WiTil. will be 

shown later on in detail how much and how far he was 
indebted to our author in the composition of his own work. 
It is quite sufficient to remember at present, that at some 
places® he seems to paraphrase the verses of in the 

form of sutras, at others^ he appears to repeat those very 


mentary upon 


in his com* 
(Banhatti’s Edn, 


§* 5#^ in his 

p, lo. Also see pp. 39, 207. 

in his SPRSfT? 

p. 17. See also p. no, 

“3Tfq 

TRiiScW^t etc,, 

p. 183. (Nirnaya Sagara Edn.) 

See Dr. De’s History of Sanskrit Poetics, VoL I. p. 45, 
and Kane’s Introduction to p. XLIl. 

WTJWS ^En^lTS^T^, IV. 2. I. 

^flTOS’s ^ISJTRSfH, II- 30- 
IV . 2. 20-21. 



views which are held by He has reproduced^ one 

^loka which has been cited by STTJll in the name of 
At another place* he inaccurately quotes a part of 
verse® and comments upon the use of a word in it. Such 
a similarity of language, such a correspondence .of views, can- 
not be a matter of accident but must be attributed to 
the assimilation of the ■ work of an author of established 
reputation. 

It is clear from the above references that flouri- 
shed before and The date of ^ can be 

fortunately settled with some precision®. He is referred to 

by in his and spoken of as the 

of by reigned in Kashmir 

from 779 to 813 A. C. As this kingr. on account of his misrule. 


II. 46. 

V. 2. 38 
II. 27. 

See IST. D. BanhattPs Introduction to his Edn. of 

(B. S. S. No. LXXIX, 1925, Poona) ; 
See also S. K. De’s History of Sanskrit Poetics, VoL 
I> P* 75 J B- V. Kane’s Introduction to p. 

XLV; Buhler’s Kashmir Report, p. 65. 

f qo?q^<n{ Edo. ) p. 96 . 

^ srcthWW- 



C IS ) 

The date of too, may be similarly settled, 

who lived about 900 A.C®., refers to the school of 
This gives us the lower limit of He must 

have lived before 900 A. C. 

quotes verses from the plays of Now 

lived somewhere between 700 and 750 A. C.® %ro«r 
is, therefore, later than 750 . According to 3 Cr 5 rcR:%s!|ir®< a 
certain was a minister of King ot Kashmir. 

There is a tradition among the Pandits of Kashmir that the 

p. io8. 

1. For details, see Sanskrit Introductions to Bombay and 
Banglore Editions of sjWR’s ^Tsqrss^lTO^fl^; D'"* Jha’s 

Preliminary note to his translation of ^nWI’S work ; 
Dr. S. K. De’s History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. I- 
p. 8ifF ; P. V. Kane’s Introduction to 
pp. XLVIII-L 

2. Mr. C. D. Dalai’s • Introduction to Dr. 

Konow’s Introduction to (H. O. S.) 

3. gTO#!rr:”— ^T^qTftwi^lT of (G 

O. S., No. I., p. 14.) 

“ 3TTtfiqf^?nf?fq qfiif^l- 

qr?: ’ ffeqTOsftqr:”— Ibid, p. 20. 

4. etc. — cited 
by under IV, 3. 6. 

f q ffT g lqtgq^; etc. cited by graq under 

V. 2. 18. 

5. See R. G. Bhandarkar’s preface to his edn. of 

(B. S, S. No. XV) p, XIII-^XVII, Bombay, 1905 ; also 
Smith’s paper in J. R. A. S.f 1908., p. 793. 

sBqqsFS^iq qwqieiw it^}” 11 IV. 497. 





ler* X5unier* Deaeves m tins tradition and we see no reason 

to disbelieve it. So, as shown above, and are 

almost synchronous. It is possible that they were rivals 
of each other. But it is curious that neither of them 
refers to the other. Howsoever it may be, the date of 
and is approximately about 800 A. C. 

quotes three slokas® from 
which are definetely ascribed to him by the 
commentator Now lived from 705 to 

762 A.C®. Thus 700 A. C. may be safely taken to be the 
lower limit of jqrmf, though, as we shall show later on, 
his real lower limit is furnished by 

Now we come to determine the upper limit to the date 
of It is here that we have to encounter difficulties of 

the highest magnitude. Many suggestions have been made, 
many theories have been propounded. Let us take them one 
by one and try to see how much water they can hold. 

has at one place referred to a Some ? 

scholars were led to think that this point would be of great 
help in settlmg a terminus of A keen and heated 

controversy ensued and has been raging for a long timp, 
The credit of raising this learned question and then fighting 
single-handed to maintain his hypothesis with deep scholar- 
ship and reasonable plausibility, belongs to the great orienta- 
list, Prof. K. B. Pathak. He found in mention of 

1. See Buhler’s Kashmir Report, p. 65. 

2. slokas 912— 914 {G.O.S. No. XXX) 

3. VI. 17—19. , “',1 

4- p 291. 

S. See Mr. B. Bhattacharya’s Foreword (pp. XIII— XVI) 
to the 
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a clear reference to Buddhist author 

of whom he placed, on the evidence 

of the Chinese traveller, Itsing, in the 7th century. On 
the basis of this supposition, he tried to prove that 
most be assigned to the 8th century.^ He found 
a very strong opponent in Mr. K. P. Trivedi who proved to 
the hilt that the structure of Prof, Pathak’s hypothesis was 
raised upon the foundation of sands. ^ Mr. Trivedi, on the 
merit of his stronger arguments, was supported by almost 
ail the writers on the subject/'^ and was perhaps able at last 
to convince of his reasonableness even the originator of this 
controversy.^ 

The verses where is alluded to in the 

of mm, run thus : — 

^’STT fr ii 

l^gKcTT i 

«[%*! 'g- ST i:#r ff% 5Ts[fr%T srar li 

The simple meaning of this extract may be thus 
expressed — A poet should not make use of a compound, one 
member of which is formed by adding the suffix and the 

1. J. R. A. S. Bom., Vol. xxlii ; Ind. Ant., Vol. xli, 1912. 

2. Introd. to. ua PP- xxxvflf; Ind. Ant., xlii, 19/3. 

3. Mr. Kane — Introd. to pp. xxxv — xxxvi ; 

Dr. S. K. De-History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. I, p. 47; 
Dr. Jacobi— Sb. der Preuss. Akad. xxiv (1912) pp. 
210 — 21 I ; 

Sovani — Pre-Dhvani Schools, Bh, Com. Vol., p. 393. 

4. As far as we know, Prof. Pathak has written nothing 
after 1913 on this subject. 
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other by the terminations of the genitive case, supporting it 
by reference to the usage of a learned man or following the 
view of One should not make such a use as was 

done, when the word was cited by saying that the 

sutra of Pauini becomes in such a case. Neither 

should he bring about a compound of words ending with 
jgiqpj with words ending in the genitive case, as, for example, 
The sum and substance of contention is 

simply this that qrf^f^’s sutra (IL % 15) 

should be strictly followed and no ccmpound 

formed with words ending in the subjective and 
suffixes. Consequently no compound takes place in cases 
like ?nif *tcrf, etc. Now the 

passage in (popularly 

known as which discusses the use of such compounds, 

runs as follows ; — 

5r«l I 

cRltTlg ^ra;T5*r^lc!IT^fiT | ng 

enitfifsftr i Isf 

This passage is found in connection with the sutra 
gjSrWWIT (II. 2, 15). Here the is discussing 

the utility of the ‘=g[’ in ^ . qT{%^ could have 

easily said rather than ?pr^T«nn I Why has 

he inserted sg p The answer to this question as given by 
is that it serves to exclude But there comes in another 
difficulty. ^ cannot be used with words ending in 
by 5| (II. 3. 69). is out 

of question. This objection is met by saying that this very 
sutra becomes so that the genitive can be used with 
the wpids ending in The prohibition by 


etc. is inconstant. So whenever we meet with a compound 
of a word ending with a genitive termination and another 
ending in we should say that the suffix added is not 
but Now, on comparison of these two passages with 

each other it will be evident that insists upon the 

prohibition of with words ending in and 

As seen in another placed, he had a very high regard for the 
authority of In this particular case also, he wants 

us to follow the rule of quite literally. He catches 

this opportunity of referring to the view of a P?n^*EK who 
had allowed (as would appear from the words of ) the 
use of such compounds by saying that this sutra of 
could very well be taken as a It would also appear 

that the had actually cited the example and 

To ordinary eyes the words of ¥[TIT^ ^.le as clear 
as anything and they need no torture from out side, unless, 
of course, they ate meant to yield the desired import already 
conceived. 

Prof. Pathak takes great pains to explain this extract 
in his own favourite way at one place®, and elsewhere^ he 
gives the sum and substance of his contention. We shall 
just quote a few sentences from the latter place to show 
the position assumed by the Professor upon this question. 
“ It will be sufficient ” he says, “ for my present purpose to 
point out that in the verses cited above Bhamaha condemns 
all genitive compounds like and apr^^as ungramma- 

tical, and says that such compounds should never be 
employed by young authors aspiring to eminence. When he 
contrasts the with the he does 


1. iPifg m fc H vi.63. 

2. J. R, A. S. Bomb., Vol. XXIII., p. rsS. 

3. Ini. Ant. XLl, 1912, p. 234. 
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not mean to say that this particular compound is 

used by the or justified by the Nyasakara. Bhamaha 
mentions this word as an illustration of the class of 

genitive compounds justified by the Nyasakara. This is 
amply proved by the expression ^cSTSTflTf^ in the sentence 
3^^ t and by the dis- 

criminating between and which applies to all 

genitive compounds like 1 ” 

Thus Prof. Pathak would have us believe that, in spite 
of the difference existing between the two, and 

niean the same thing. As shown above 
and had supported the use of compound by 

the help of I He had perhaps nothing 

to say about at that place. But speaks of 

m, so that wherever we meet with such compounds, 
he would call the termination and not | 

Let us put the whole thing more clearly, has 

laid down that compounds of words ending in the genitive 
terminations with words ending in the subjective <j 5 gr 
and affixes, should never be formed. But difficulty 
arose when the use of such compounds was met with in the 
writings of classical writers. Now the grammarians were 
bound to support such uses some how or other. It became 
especially more binding on them to support such uses for 
the reason that even in the sutras of such as 

sng;{^;, such compounds are to be found. The important 
views on the point can be thus stated : — 

(i) Some say that, as qrf^f^ himself has made use 
of such compounds in the sutras 

the implied by the sutra is not 

absolutely binding: in certain cases such compounds miy 
be allowed. 


(ii) the famous author of the 

would like to say that the termination here is and not 
and that the prohibition of in the case of by 
the rule Sf etc. is 

(iii) ^3: and others hold that in such cases we should 
explain the 6th case-ending as an instance of 

who raised this question in his 

and summed up all the views in his seems 

to favour the view of ; 

(iv) There may be some who having too much regard 
for grammatical purity, would not permit such uses in 
any way. 

It goes without saying that would be very 

greatly inclined — as he surely is in his 
hold the last view. It is known to all who have any 
knowledge of Sanskrit Poetics that grammatical purity 
is not identical with rhetorical purity. An expression 
may be grammatically justified, but it need not, on that 
account, be consistent with the canons or dicta of good 
poetry. In poetry expression is as important as the 
matter it represents. If an expression is doubtful in 
point of its structural purity, it will not commend itself 
to a good poet even though the doubt may be the slightest 
one. This was indeed the position of From 

the way in which he refers to the view of a certain 

I- gfl “ EiaraT [ 

2 . ^ t 

I «iiwT<f€?Tf I 

q ^T%fa I af^T^TTjTjfer fg: 


It would appear that even in his days such grammatical 
speculations were quite brisk, and the point in question 
has also attracted the attention of scholars. Perhaps 
the most important view on this point was that which 
finds Its criticism in the g;rs?iT§|^rc of viz., that 

s sutras were taken as and the prescribed 
by the rule etc. was considered 

Let us now compare the view criticised by 
with the four views stated above and try to find if it 
corresponds with any of them. It will be seen at once 
thatitcoincides with the first one. It will also appear 

that the first view is distinctly different from the second 
one which is held by 

Let us now turn towards the examples. The example 
found in is but in 

i%’s it is They 

do not correspond. Prof. Pathak tells us that » Bhamaha 
has mentioned this word as an illustration of the 

class of genitive compounds justified by the Nyasakara.” 

It is indeed inconceivable why should bring in 

another set of examples and not use the same which 
were used by especially when he was so 

opposed to his view as to refer to him so very pointedly. 

It IS a common practice among good writers that when 
they have to discuss or even simply refer to such things, 
they always cite those very examples which were given 
by their predecessors. i, for instance, when giving 

the substance of the passage quoted above, refers to the 

(II. 3. 69) gg. 
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example of ^ utdoubtedly begiias 

this discussion with a quite different sentence but his 
position was not the same as that of or of 

He is neither criticising nor summarising the 
statement of the He selects the sentence from 

a very popular which, the tradition says, was 

composed by while holding a verbal fight with 

an opponent. This context perhaps becoires a ccmmenlary 
upon the happy selection of an example on the part of 
the learned author of the I 

A scholar has to be particularly careful about his 
language when he is engaged in a discussion with another 
scholar. The same is the case with who draws 

his example from the popular work, the But the 

position of was totally different. In criticising the 

WIT^^R he rnust necessarily quote the same example, and 
this is what he actually did. The word in the 

sentence clearly proves it. 

He would have never used the word if he had selected 
the example at random. 

When Prof. Pathak speaks of as the only 

‘he tells us something less than the truth.’ In 
spite of his attempt to prove otherwise, there did exist 
several besides the one attributed to 

*rT^gnr’elT?T. as ponited out correctly by Mr. Trivedi,® men- 
tions in his the names of wn^TSTfcT, 

trf ^R fT^, ![rT*ij3T?RRira etc. The attempt made by Prof, 

1. ^ gfl si 3 Rf 1# etc. 

2. See (( ) 

3. Ind. Ant., Vo!. XLII, 1913, p. 261. 

4. Iw ( 3 ?W 



_ aikak to explain them avi'ay by saying that 'the word witw 

grammatical treatise or 

mmentary do^^ seem to improve his position in a 

m ms as first pointed out by Mr. Kane 2, 

The expression used there is 
^ by the commentator jet®?; as 

so far^tned to prove that before the reign 

oi ^n. Mr. R. Narsimhachar^ writes about a .trre 

written by , who, according to Mr. Rice, lived about 

500 A, C, 

^ if it were possible (but in fact it is not) to show 
referred to by , may be 

^ IS not easy to prove that ^JTf came after y 

The only ground on which Prof. Pathak placed him about 
/UU A C., IS a string of confused statements of the Chinese 
Itsing, abou t the grammarians of those times. All 


f ( MyTore Edn. ) 

p. 266, ■ ■ . 

=5 ff^ 

?iTOT#jf 

Pt n.,p. 529 . ■ 

'OTfefSWKHRt; f^.ibid Vol. 5 . Pt. I. p. 132 ^ 

• .*v ■ *■ . 

-ibid Vol. I. Pt. 1. 


^ P- 94. ' • 

Mt ^is to be noted here that in all these quotations 
is distinctly referred to. 

I. Ind. Ant., Vol. XLI, 1912, p. 233. 

J. R. A. S., Bomb 1909, p. 94. 


these statements cannot be accepted as perfectly correct. 
Dr. Jacobi^ has therefore rightly called in question the 
date assigned by Prof. Pathak to Keilhorn^,, 

while noticing a fragment from work in Poona, 

wrote: My impression certainly was that Jinendrabuddhi 
has freely copied from Haradatta^s Padamanjari,** Dr, 
Jacobi^ has shown, on the authority of that 

died in 878 A.C. This will take to the 

lOth century at least. We have already sfaown^ that ^ 17 ^ 
cannot be later than 700 A.C. It is impossible for 
to have copied from the of and still be a 

predecessor of 

We may now sum up this part of our discussion. The 
referred to by is not as was 

supposed by Prof. Pathak. He was an old writer whose 
work has now become ejstinct and who is wholly unknown 
to us. His view, as known from seems to be referred 

to by f^cT in his i So an attempt 

to find out the other terminus of with the 

help of his reference to cannot go very far 

and we must look up to something else for it. 

and 

While dealing with one of the main contributions of Prof. 
Pathak to the determination of date, we may, in 

passing, just note another interesting point raised by the 
learned professor’’^. This refers to an unconvincing attempt 

1. Sitzungsberichte dtjr Preusssischen Akademie der Wis* 
senschaften, XXIV, p. 210 

2. J.R.A-S. 1908, p 499 

3. Sitz. d, Freuss, Akad. d. Wiss., xxis,p. 211 

.16, 'above 

5. J. R,A,S., Bomb. Vol. XXni,:p. 31. . 

4 
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made by him to find out some chronological relation between 
an JiTsr. WiTf, at one place, ^ expresses his view 
a ou t e constitution of and says 

a view which has attracted the attention of almost 

1 f r of note, uisj has in II. 86. 

the following beautiful 

Now it is argued that Jim must have bem acquainted 
with simp’s ^TKiT^Ifr?: before he expressed himself in such 
a strain. This point is maintioned here, not for its 
importance but for its interest. We need net, therefore, go 
etai over this question. Those who feel interested 
may read the refutation of this argument in the paper of 

N ""fi K * I ® few lines from Dr. J. 

obels book and leave the rest to the imagination of 

curious readers. “Magha is said,” writes Dr. J. Nobel, “to 
refer to the definition of Kavya as given by Bhamaha, but 
If this IS considered as an argument I may be allowed to take 
as an argument of the same force that Kalidasa in Raghu- 
van^a I.I., by the words VSgarthaviva samprictau refers to 
the very same definition of Bhamaha, and that by this fact 
Bhamaha’s priority may be taken for granted. By using 
the simile of Sabdartha, however, Magha probably refers 
to that of Kalidasa or perhaps to some other view and not 
the definition of Kavya in Bhamaha. This argument how- 
ever, is of no great value, because the so-called definition 
of Kavya (as consisting of word and sense united) may go 
back to some older Alamkarikas.*’ 


L i6. 

J. R.A.S. Bomb. Vol. XXIII, p, 91. ff. 

The foundations of Indian Poetry, p. 15—16. 


Sfim? and 


Still more interesting and equally important is the view 
which seeks to establish the priority of to our 

author. In WJTf ’s ^TS^TSIfU: I- 42-44 we read— 


^ fcTT I 

qsg |;??r jt li 

2rff ?sf^?HTr ^ i 

5r«tr srgisq;^ !l 


^TITl is criticising here those poets who make in 
their works the cloud, the wind, the moon and similarly 
some birds to appear as messengers. He calls this an 
instance of It goes wholly against reason, he 

says, that such creatures should be able to perform the 
duties of messengers. But he concedes this in the case of 
those intelligent posts, who, when making use of such 
devices, show them to be employed by men who are out 
of their wits. 


Now some scholars^ argue that must have had 

in mind the of where a cloud has been used 

as a messenger. It is also pointed out that a passage^ of 
seems to borrow an idea and phraseology from two 


X. Haricand. — L’Art Poetique de L’Inde, p. 77 ; 

V. V. Sovani — ^Pre-dhawani Schools, Bhmdarkar 

commomoration Volume, p. 393 ; 

S. K. De. — History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. L 48. 

istwai rwni; n 

1. 56. 


of This shows that must tiave 

flourished before 

Others, on the other hand, hold quite an opposite view. 
“ Bhamahacharya, ” writes Dr. T. Ganpati Sastri®, “it seems 
to me, must have lived long prior to Kalidasa. For while 
he mentions such names of poets and poems as. Medhavi, 
Rama garma, Agmakavamga, Ratnaharapa, Achyutottara, all 
unknown to us, he has never mentioned the name of Kalidasa 
of world- wide fame or any of his works of supreme excellence. 
But had Bhamaha ever seen the poems of Kalidasa he 
would have of course mentioned them or made them also 
as in the case of Pratijnanatika subject of his criticism.” 
After this the learned Pandit quotes those three verses of 
which we have given above and remarks — ‘‘From 
this we cannot conclude that was conversant with the 
poem Meghaduta, for then we could as well infer that he 
knew also of Sukasande^a written by a poet of yesterday. 
Hence, I think, that by these slokas, our Acharya only 
teaches us generally that the fashion in some of our Kavyas 
of lovers sending messages through such inanimate objects 
as the wind, the moon, the clouds and such living inarti- 
culate creatures as the bee, the chakravaka and the parrot is 
not desirable on occasions when the sender of the message 
is in a state of sobriety. Bearing in mind thia instruction of our 

SCTTqag. jjfsg iSRsrft ^tsotTflFsq^ssf fqrq: ii 

■ XIV* yS , 

a. Introduction to and 

{Trivendrum Edn.) 
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Acharya, Kalidasa, with his keen sense of poetic propriety, 
observes, in defence of his message through the cloud at 
the begining of Meghaduta : — 

^ srrl%f57s srnTsft?iT: i 

^wicrf fi i 

Thus it is seen that Bhamaha lived much prior to 
Kalidasa,” 

This long quotation from the most important exponent 
of this side of the view, will make the position quite clean 
It may be interesting to know that Dr. Nobel also was 
formerly a believer in the priority of to 

■ Even now, ■. with , his belief slightly shaken, (simply because' 
he could not directly prove it) he is more inclined to accept 
the priority of to than that of to 

Taking the arguments from both sides into consideration^ 
we may confess that much can be said on both sides and 
that nothing is really settled. One cannot imagine that such 
a criticism can be possible without any work to be 
criticised and explain on the other ■ hand, why other things 
connected with should not have come under the 

notice of if the works of the great poet were known 

to him, ' - ' . - 

Whatsoever may be the fact, it is needless to carry this 
discussion to any further length, ' because, even if it were 
decided one way or the other, it will not in any way help us 
in determining the date of The date of 

itself is a bone of contention and cannot be made a basis for 
determination of other dates. 

X. See NobeFs Tne Foundations of Indian Poetry, pp* 14*1 5. 
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The same remark is to be made with regard to the 
chronological relation of and though in this case. 
It has not been suggested by any person that ^ came 
a ter the author of the work he is criticising. The difficulty 
with us here IS that we cannot exactly know what work 
e IS criticising. The verses in the of 

which refer to the criticism in question read thus— 

*T3r’s^?r srrf r^g[ ^ it 

#r^%cr i 

^ 3 »T%jrr jirfer « 

w^fcTt w gsr: ft^crr w i 

*^^*W5t:?!«jT5rf ff qfj«rq; u 

•T^FS^g 1 

f%ffl'cr^=3' I 

gjg 5 II iv.39-46 

The stones of the king of ^,-^s, were very 

popular m ancient India, so much so that many works, even 
besides those which directly devote themselves to them, refer 
_o them here and there. So when we find such a criticism 
m the work of cannot exactly determine what 

IS the actual object of his criticism. Dr. T. Ganapati Sastri 
suggests that the work criticised must be U^frr^jJTJSRRWy. 

“ The subject reviewed by BhSmaha above,” says the eminent 
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editor^ is seen in its entirety in Pratijnanatika. Moreover, 

the Prakrit passage “ flJI SlTf T 

jflf in the first Act of Pratijnanatika is quoted in 
the form of verse, “ ^IcIT flJI fq?IT WW »’ by 

Bhamaha, in his enquiry on Nyayavirodha.” 

In spite of this suggestion made by the, learned Pandit, 

we may observe that the case is much doubtful, 
does not mention the name of or his 
He may be criticising itself which was 

indeed the oldest ccmpendium of such stories. The Prakrit 
portion common with might have a similar 

representative passage there also. Moreover, the theory of 
the learned Sastri itself, as observes Mr. Kane, is based on a 
very weak foundation. If we examine the passage from 
more closely, it will be found that the story criticised 
by him is not exactly the same as found in 

It corresponds more with the versions found in 
and They are known to be the 

epitomes of But even if it was proved that it is sipgr 

who has been criticised, it will not help us in any way. For 
the last 14 years, a sharp controversy has been going on, not 
only with regard to the date of but also concerning the 

authenticity of the works published in his name. As there 
is no certainty about the date of there is no use putting 
it forward as a terminus of 

and flfi I 

It will not be perhaps out of place to devote some 
space here for discussing the relation of and It is 

a well-known tradition among the Pandits of India that 
the famous author of the grammatical Kavya, known as 
or simply as tried to furnish illustrations. 
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to the in the four cantos (X— XIII) known as 

snSW^Tq^g- exactly as he di.l in others for the sutras of 

Panini. This tradition finds further support from the 

statements of the commentators^. It would appear from 

the way they write that wrote the 10th canto to 

illustrate figures of word and sense, 11 th, I2th,‘ 

and the 13th Sanskrit and Prakrit Kavya. 
finds its illustration in ail the four cantos. If we look at 
the l^^gRs illustrating in canto X, we shall find, 

from the order and the way they are given, that had 

before him. The commentators 
ftofi Tlf^«TT%[ have freely drawn upon the work of for 

giving the definitions of thesagf^^pcs in their commentaries.'^ 
They could have easily taken the definitions from later and 
fuller rhetorcial works. But then the illustrative 
would not have so well conformed to those definitions. 
There is a in WTJIf ’s PC which is found in 

with very slight alterations. The of is — 

?Brs?rrf?ifT i 

fi^r: II — iJ. 20 

In ¥rff^S!r we have 


I I 

etc. — in his commentary 

in the beginning of canto X. 

11134 tTRrawi^ ?iff 

in his commentary on ttrfljgrai In the beginning of canto X. 

2. See qflfiiis to our edn. of »iTJff’s ^T33T®f R. 
has no less than 33 quotations from this work. 
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s^r^qr*TMr(lrsi i 

fm fgs[^fe?r?r«JT h^it ii— XX 11.34, 

Here it can be imagined quite easily that one of the 
two must have borrowed from the other. 
ascribes the former to There on this authority 

it necessarily follows that jqfg must have imitated 3TT1T|[ in 
writing his ^ All these facts, stated above, cannot but 
point to one conclusion, in that ¥fT>Tf was prior to 

Now as regards the date of qqfg, the only clue which we 
have is his forming the last verse of his BRloBT. It is — 

3f?5rcrif5tT5?5Pr ^ 

w«ET5 Bier; storrsnu ii— XXII. 35. 

The history of Kathiawar tells us that there were four 
Kings with the name of tsl?:#!? who ruled over (modern 

Vala). It is not quite clear which is alluded to 

by *j%2. 

Prof. B. C. Mazumdar® identifies the author of :q'ff ^1517 
with mentioned in the Mandasor Sun Temple 

Inscription,'*^ dated 473 A.C. on the ground of similarly 
between the verses of the inscription and the description 
of autumn in the But this identification is 

considered by Prof. Keith as a ‘most unfortunate suggestion’®. 

1. Trivedi — Ind. Ant., Vol. XLII, p. 264. 

2 . For more information, see Mr. Trivedi's Introduction to 

(B. S. S. No LVI.) 

3. J. R. A, S., 1904, pp. 395-“397* 

4. Fleet^s Gupta Inscriptions, No. 18. 

' 5: Canto If. 

6. J. R. A. S., 1909, p, 759. 


But the two learned professors are at one in saying that 

flourished before 5fiTd% and 

for as to say, with Mr. Trivedi^ that our poet lived in the 
latter part of the sixth and the beginning of the seventh 
century.” But the safest course will be to side with 
Mr. Kane ^ and say that iflff must have lived sometime 
between 500 and 650 A.C. Whatever might have been the 
difference with regard to the date of none was heard 
to suggest till 1922 that was prior to In this 

year Dr. Jacobi^ struck a new line of argument in determin- 
ing the date of ¥1T97I|* He tried to prove with all plausibility 
that had drawn his material for the 5th chapter of 

^fS^ETT^fr^ from the of This necessitated 

the placing of after 650 A. C. Now as shown 

above, cannot be later than 650. So the learned scholars 
were compelled to look upon the relation of to WITf 
from quite a different angle of vision. Dr. S. K. De, who, 
as far as we remember, never disagrees with Dr. Jacobi but 
always follows in his foot-steps, writes^ — At one time it 
was believed, on the indication given by Jayamangala on 
Bhatti that the alamkara-chapters in that especially 

1. Introduction to his Edn. of (B. S. S. No. LVI), 

P. XXII. 

2. Introduction to his Edn. of P. XV 1 . 

3. For the discussions on the dateof see also Dr. Jacobi- 

Z. D. M. G., XLIV and also Sitz. d. Preuss. 

Akad. d. Wiss. 1922, pp. 216-17 ; V. V. 

Sovani — Bhandarkar commomoration Volume, p. 393; 

S. K. De— History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. L p. 5off. 

4. Sitz. d. Preuss Akad. d. Wiss., No. XXIV, ,pp-2 11-12. 

5. History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 1 p« 50. 
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canto X, was meant to illustrate the rhetorical teachings of 
Bhamaha in particular, but the date now assigned to 
Bhamaha ( i. e. after date 650) will re-adjust 

his relation to Bhatti in a new light.” The two learned 
doctors have taken great pains in ‘re-adjusting’ jiff’s 
relation to Re-adjustnent has been in the present 

case nothing less than perfect reversion of the former position. 
There is no use of examining on our part this ‘ re-adjustment ’ 
in all its details, for it has not been so much a child of 
logic as one of necessity. The present case appears to 
us like that of a certain talented lawyer. He once began 
to put forward arguments which might have been advanced 
by the other side. When he was on the point of 
completing his arguments, he was made aware of 
his blunder by one of his colleagues. He remained 'unmoved 
and at once addressed the court. My Lords, such 
will be the arguments put forward by the other side. 
Now I begin to refute them.'’ We wonder why the premises 
of the conclusion which upset the whole thing, were 
not more carefully examined to see if there was some 
other alternative possible. Such cases of resemblance, 
corroboroted by the record of commentators and confirmed 
by the voice of tradition, as exist between the 
of and the of cannot be a matter 

of mere chance. As we shall try to show later on, 
cannot be carried below 600 A.C. He may be much earlier. 
So there is no necessity of putting the cart before the horse. 

and ¥nfj||. 

Now we come to one of the most important parts of the 
discussion upon the date of the auther of 

has been very popular among the literati of 
mediaeval India, perhaps even to some extent more than 
himself, who had the misfortune of having his work not 



so easily available. On a close study of the works of these 
great poeticians, the impression becomes irresistible that they 
were related to each other, some way or other. There are 
some passages which are identical in the works of both, not 
only in sense but even in phraseology^. There are others, 
more important still, which appear to involve mutual criticism. ^ 
Besides, there are various views — either similar or dissimilar 
to one another — which clearly point to an intimate relation 
existing between the and I 

These impressions, culled from the works of these two 
writers, led to the discussion .of their chronological relation 
with each other. A sharp controversy ensued for settling the 
priority of one to the other. Mr. M. T. Narsimheingar raised 
this issue for the first time and was inclined to place 
before He found his arguments very 

ably refuted by such eminent scholars as Mr. Trivedi®, 
Dr. Jacobi®, Prof. Rangacharya^, Dr. Ganpati Sastri® and 
Prof. Pathak®. The last seems, however, to have changed 
his view later on As the majority of views appears to 
favour the priority of jpujig, we need not encumber our 
humble paper with the statements of all views held either 

1. Kane— Introduction to p'. XXV ; De- 

History of Sanskrit Poetics, I. pp. 64-65. 

2 . De — History of Sanskrit Poetics, I. pp. 65-66. 

3. Kane — Introduction to pp. XXV — XXXV. 

4. J. R. A. S., 1905, pp. 535 ff. 

5. Introduction to pp. XXIII ff. ; Ind. Ant. 

XLII, fF, ; Bhandarkar Com* Vol,, p. 40. 

6. Z. D. M. G., LXIV, pp. 134 and 139. 

7. Introduction to his edition of 

8. Introduction to p. XXV. 

9. Introduction to p. 16. 

,10. J. 3 . 8 .R»A.S» XXIU. p, 19; lai. Ant. XLI.| p. 236 ff. 


against or ia favour of his priority, Mr. Kane has very 
cautiously collected the arguments of either side and those 
who feel interested may refer to his learned work^. Mr. Kane, 
after stating and examining all such views with admiriable 
impartialityj has come to the conclusion that in reality no 
Judgement is yet possible on the question one way or the 
other though from the character of the arguments employed 
he seems to be somewhat inclined in favour of 
priority to Effing. He sums up his position thus : It seems 
probable that WITi; Q-nd follow independent traditions, 

the former having more affinity with the school and 

the latter with school. Whoever may be earlierj 

both are very near each other and are to be placed between 
500-630 A. Dr. De has, however, by forcibly re-stating 
some cogent arguments, ably demonstrated that the majority 
view is the only best logical alternative^. 

We shall, by way of concluding this portion of our 
paper, state one or two points which, to our mind, would con- 
clusively show that cannot be brought down to a period 
later than Recently a book named 

has been discovered in the South by the Curator of the 
Madras Oriental MSS. Library^. It is evident from the 
said MS. that it was written by It is prefaced, as is 

usually done in with a number of verses. These 

verses include the praise of and along with that 

1. Introduction to pp. XXV— XXXV. 

2 . Ibid p. XXXV; 

3, History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol I, pp, 64 — 70, 

4, Proceedings and Transactions of the Second Oriental 

Conference, pp.i 93-201; Journal of the Mythic Society, 
XIII, pp. 671-685. 

5- I 
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of matiy others. From this Poetic Introduction, we further 
learn that was a great-grandson of who has 

been described here as a contemporary of kings and 

These monarchs were great ruling kings about 
580 A.C. Thus it appears quite reasonable to infer that 
being fourth in descent from must have 

belonged to the last quarter of the 7th or the begining of 
the 8th Century. This statement finds an additional support 
from the fact that has not only praised but 

has narrated the story of along with other episodes in 

his qRqrr and this narration seems to be an accurate 
reproduction of the tale as is found in the of ^r^’s 

It is a well known fact that belonged to 
the court of 5^^;? who reigned from 606 to 648 A.C. A 
northern poet cannot be expected to have achieved in a decade 
or two, in those days of hard communication, so much fame 
as to merit such a high praise from a critic of the South. 

It may be further shown on a most reliable authority 
that JlTOf must have lived before grjjj. in hsi 

vyhile, asserting that the same idea, though 
already expressed by one poet, appears new and charming 
when put in a suggestive garb by another poet, points out 
a case where drawing upon an idea expressed by 

snug in one of his verses of WjT5?rT9If nC, writes a prose 

qqcqflt I ?i2rr ^ vi. para 

IS of Kane’s edition) ‘%%r | 

iii 27.) 5^*11% 

?i?^5iTa5ifF3-g«rr3OTJ!^q3!ijOTr«t^Ji 1— 

IV p.a36. 
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passage in It is quite clear from this that 

had positive belief which must have been based on 
traditions prevalent among the Kagmirian Pandits of his 
day that ¥ITTT^ was an old and popular predecessor of 
so that the latter could safely and honourably borrow ideas 
from the former. Hence unless this statement of 
is shown to militate against the verdict of accepted 
chronology bearing on the question (as is quite unlikely) the 
fact of ^JT^’s priority can never be challenged. 

With due deference to those who hold that and 

are chronologically very near to and not far removed 
from each other, we may be permitted to observe here, in 
passing, that to us it does not appear to be the fact. 
most probably belonged to Kasmir and undoubtedly 

hailed from the . South. It cannot be imagined [that the 
writers so far removed could vie with each other in those 
days. It cannot be denied that with an evident criti- 

cising mood, tries to eclipse the Work of WlTf by his own. 
This case is somewhat like wcflr and JITSf who, though not 
far removed in space, were, in time, far away from each other. 
This point can be further borne out by the linguistic 
evidence. The had not, perhaps, been so much in 

vogue in the time of as they were in the time of 

Perhaps which finds such a high and merited 

(eulogy from had not yet been written. WJtif makes 

no linguistic division of q;TS?I as does. If it could 

be proved that the the oldest commentary on 

STTlJcra^sa, was from the pen of this very 5Pinif , 
the author of IT, it might be held to have been 

the oldest work on Prakrit Grammar, next only to 
the author of the i^s it comments upon. In this connection 
it may be pointed out that the later JffTCrfl' — not to say 


iilM 
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the other dialects — does not wholly conform to the rules of 
explained by and that the later commen- 
tators, and others, have tried to explain the 

in a much more comprehensive way* Howsoever it may 
be, it is undoubtedly clear that the picture of society found 
in the work of 5iW^~faintl^ drawn though it may be— 
can be clearly distinguished from what we find depicted in 
the of The poetic luminaries so familiar 

to the eyes of age had, by the time of totally 

disappeared from the horizon. The elegant simplicity of 
the earlier Muse had not as yet hardened into sentimental 
ideas and artistic expressions. The sharp controversies 
ranging between the Buddhists and the Hindus in the time 
of had led to the study of the science and art of 

Polemics, so that even a work on Poetics was expected to take 
the topics into consideration. But the atmosphere seems to 
have wholly changed by the time of The heroes of 

popular stories were yet fresh in the memory of the people. 
Coming to the field of Poetics itself, we find not a few points 
of contrast along with those of similarity in the works 
of these two authors. There is no use enlarging upon 
this topic, for, it can become obvious to even a casual 
reader of the said works. We feel, therefore, inclined to 
believe that was separated from not by decades 

but by centuries. 

and 

We have shown above that on the evidence of 
in vrnrf cannot be placed later 

than who flourished in the first half of the 7th century; 
but this view is seriously challenged by the hypothesis that 
has borrowed some logical topics from 
Dr. Jacobi has discussed this point at some length and in 
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that connection. : has considered . the ■ date of ■ He 

places bet ween the sojourns in India „of Houen ,Tsaiig:'; 

: and of Itsiog. , . The former who ■ travelled between 630 and 
643 makes no reference to the Buddhist Logician. The 
latter^ travelling between 671 to 695, seems clearly to have 
heard of him* ■ ■ . Taranatha^ makes a contemporary 

of the Tibetan King Sron- tsan-gam-po who liveti during 
627“698 A. C, So the middle of the seventh century may 
be fairly taken to be the date of If, however, it could 

be proved, as Jacobi has tried to do, that had actually 

utilised the logical work of the statement of 

would considerably lose in value and would 

consequently have the chance of being dragged down to the 
8th century at least. Let us first examine the arguments put 
forward therefor. 

All the arguments put forward for establishing the 
indebtedness of to are based upon a few 

points of similarity existing in their works^. They are 
only three. Let us take them one by one. WHS 
given two definitions of — 

cffs^T ii v. ii 

Now we know from the of upon 

that the definition of given here in the 

second half of the sloka, came originally from 
But what are we to say about the first difioition ? ‘‘ Die 

1. See Vidysbhusaiia’s History of Indian Logic, pp. 305-6. 

2. See Dr. Jacobi’s < Bhamaha und Dandin ihr Alterund 
ihre SteHung in der indischen Poetic’ in Sitz. d. Preuss. Akad. d. 
Wiss*, XXIV, 1922, pp. 211-212. 

3. See Dr. Randle’s ^Fr^ments from Dihnaga,’ pp. 21-22. 

§ 


/ 
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erste der beiden von BhSmaha gegeben Definitionen ”, writes 
Dr. Jacobi, “mutz also von einem andern Philosophen 
hewuhren And who is that another philosopher ? It is 
says Dr. Jacobi, for, at one place of his 
we read ^ 

ITT# erefgTiiJm i 

In this case as well as in the cases following, the 
question, which we are to put to ourselves, should be whether 
a particuliar view— for instance— is peculiar 

with someone or is common to many. Such an argument 
can have any weight only when the view concerned is original. 
Unfortunately we do not find any such thing in the present 
case, is a too well-known thing with our 

to have originated with It is quite 

sufficient for our purpose here to show that it was known 
even to Thanks to the labours of the late lamented 

Dr. Vidyabhusatja, we can have some knowledge of 
works. f^!fr»T in his spoke of thus^: 

An inference for one’s seif (svartfaanumana, raa-don-gyi-rjes- 
dpag) is defined as the knowledge of a thing derived through 
its mark or sign of three characters. Will it not, when 
turned into Sanskrit, read somewhat exactly like the extract 
from of cited above ? In this connection 

we are to note one thing more. The way in which 
gives this definition along with that of does not only 

show that it came from some other source, but also to the 
fact that it formed an earlier and more commonly accepted 
view. Besides we have a clear description 

of in v^rrsrsiljfr.^ Whoever might be the 


1. See Ur, Vidyabhusana’s History of Indian Logic, p. 28,0,. 

2. This work has been so long known only through Tibetan 
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'author of this work,^ none has so fat tried to prove thM it 
was written after ' Thus we' see that was 

not in any way indebted to for his knowledge of 

' We are very ' much inclined to think that 

he had not to thank even for^ at leasts this section of 

Indian Logic. He might have probably derived his knowledge 
from some earlier logician. 

The other statement of which has been said to 

correspond with that of is ' 5 r 3 |tfgrr?lflKt 

( ^T3?rro-v. 28 ). «rjT«Rtfg[ has |; 5 rqirf 5 T i 

The similarity is indeed striking. But the question again 
comes up: Ts it an original idea of 9 "The same 

question may be raised with regard to the third correspond- 

ing statement of vifiTf — STcT^T | 5 <!tmT 5 in ( ^TS^Tfo-V. 29 ). 
Does propound a new theory when he says 

STTcl'Ert® ? In both the above cases, 
does not appear to have anything peculiar to himself. The 
and irrfcfs have been known to earlier writers 


Texts. Fortunately it !,s now going to be published by Principal 
A. B. Dhruva in the Gaekwad Oriental Series. We owe our 
knowledge of it to the kindness of Principal Dhruva. 

For the three characteristics of the Middle Term 

as found in see History of Indian Logic, p.291. 

1. The question is a mooted one. We postpone its discus- 
sion for the time being. 

2. (Peterson’s Edn.) III. 1,38. 

Benares Edn. reads See p. 132. 

Peterson’s Edn. HI. 140; Benares Edo. p. 133. 
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as well*. In we have similar descriptions of 

^njfs and 3rr%s2. 

Mr. P, V. Katie’’, who, as has been noted beforCj 
pointed out the simihrity existing between the works of 

mm and quite independently of Dr. Jacobi, 

has cited another gloka from WJTf ’s K, appearing 

somewhat exactly like a passage in 
gloka reads thus ; 

SWTOT«?li srf^rgJT^JTt ^ ^ 1 

3r’ai^Kt!ireir*rrp2rf%^«j?i ei^r; « gjiaJiTo-V. 5 

writes thus : 

il[^ si?ti^5r3?7Tff ^ (p. 10 ). ?r^f%<sr?f: 

(p. 21) ?i¥qg; smTP?I5r^ (p. 24) trs^- 

(p- 25 ). Now it may be again pointed 
out here that this division and definition of has not 

originated with Almost all the logicians who 

were opposed to (who propounded four nnf^s) 

had mostly a similar view. for instance, in his 

(ch. 1) states that pramanas are only two^ 
Ws., perception and inference. All objects being known 
through them, there is no other i Dr. Vidyabhusaija 

has restored the Sanskrit original thus : 


1. They are too well-known to require much argumentation 

for establishing their existence before In this conoection 

it will be, however, interesting to refer to a of 

( 1 - 2 - 18 ) and thereon The sutra is 

. I comrnen ts upon it thus 

m SIQ^ «T 3JT%; I m ^ 5 SIcqi^iSITq- 

ffe r*" qr!<iftwTicrffl[i''i(+ii5il's^ 1 

2. See Vidyibhusaiia’s History of Indian Logic, p. 298. 

3. introduction to his Edn. of p. XL. 
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a??rg5rfm!f ^ sifrriij i 

sr#?i cr5i ff 5T swT^pfcT^ il 

It will be seen from the above that all those passages 
from which have been cited as originals of WWI^’b 

slokas,: have no originality with -themselves. They reptesent 
views w^hich were quite well-known even before the birth 
of the Buddhist logician. Under such circumstances one 
cannot safely argue that was indebted to 

and to nobody else. Dr. Jacobi is not such a superficial 
scholar as to be convinced of indebtedness to 

simply upon the basis of accidental similarity of 
views. We presume that it was the partial similarity of 
phraseology too, which led him to entertain such a view. 
But to our mind, the similarly of phraseology in the present 
case is not so very significant. Striking similarity is seen 
only in the sentences which deal with and But 

there again, we cannot say that was the first person 

to use them. With equal force, we may say that it was 
who wrote them first of all. We see no absurdity 
in it. If J5JTf?rc(%cr, philosopher as he was, did not find 
it inconvenient to repeat the phraseology of our poetician, 
we see no reason why would not do the some, if 

he could find something handy, cut and dried, from him. 

What we want to emphasise very particularly is simply 
this that the similarity of phraseology, even if it could be 
proved to exist beyond doubt, will not by itself be of much 
use. In such a case, there are three alternatives possible, each 
of which being equally tenable. Now with regard to the 
topic in question, unless and until more definite evidence is 
forthcoming, none can be justified in claiming that 
borrowed views and phraseology from It may be 
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equally cogent to say that was indebted to 

or both of them had utilised some common source. 

As far as we are aware, Dr. Jacobi did not point out 
any other line of evidence which could further support his 
assumption. “Diese Entlehungen Bhamahas” says the great 
orientalist, “ aus Dharmakirtis Nyayabindu beweisen, dass er 
janger als dieser, wenn auch vielleicht nur ein jungerer 
2 eitgenosse desselben, war”. But how has the indebted- 
ness of been proved ? There he writes thus : “Nun 

lautet Dharmakirtis Definition, Nyayabindu II. 3 : tatra 
trirupallingad yad anumeye jaanam, tad anumanam so 
ahnlich der Bhamaha von gegebeiien, dass kaum noch ein 
/iJvveifel dartiber bestehen kann, woher ietzterer sie genommen 
hat. Noch deutlicher zeigen uns das Bhamaha Definitionen der 
dusaijas und der jatis in V. 28 .” This is the sum and 
substance of all his statements in this connection. ^Ve 
really wonder how such a veteran scholar as Dr. Jacobi, 
with such faulty and inadequate premises, could jump to such 
a momentous conclusion. Mr. P. V. Kane, with characteristic 
cautiousness of a lawyer, did not, though suggesting the 
same line of argument, commit himself in any way. 
He is pen.aps more inclined to suggest indebted- 
ness to if he could only prove it. It is gratifying 

to note that Dr. Jacobi’s hypothesis is not now meeting 
with that universal approbation which it was at first expected 
to do. It has been called in question by Dr J. Nobel^ and 
quietly ignoi-ed by Dr. B. Bhattacharya®. 

I. See his Introduction to p. XL. 

3. ‘Die Avantisundarikatha’, Zeitschrift fiir Indologie und 
Iranistic, Bd. V, p. 150. 

3. Foreword to gRcTOipf (G. O. S. XXX), 

pp. LXXIX— LXXX. 
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The best way for determining''- whether ' waS; 'in- 
debted tO' or not, would ' have been perhaps t'he 

comparison of ; ■ views with the, ' peculiar views oi 

to all who 'know anything of 
-mediaeval , - , logic, t-hat '- - though a follower of 

-did not adopt his views in toto. The peculiarities of 
' have been carefully, noted by Dr. Vidyabhusana^ 
■and; a-- ^ these will surely'- make it clear that 
no special view of the Buddhist logician has been 
-represented in the work of .On the contrary, there are 

indications which point diametrically to the opposite side. 
We may just refer to some of them. The detinition of 
as given by is I To this 

an important addition is made by by saying 

Now the term is rot such as 

can be ignored by any person coming after him. fe^STT^T’s 
definition was rather too genera! and consequently could be 
interpreted to apply to everything, so that everything will be 
did actually interpret it in this way'^. To 
avoid this contingency, added which made 

it clear that by we were to mean here and 

nothing else. Who will indulge in such an inexactitude 


1. See Vidy5,bhiisana’s History of Indian Logic, pp. 
3I5-™-3i8. 

2. in . his while commentiog upnn 

1 begins, 

- I See also 'Vidyabh'iisfnia^s His^'ory of Indian 

Logic, pp. 276»-«-277 and Dr, Randle’s Fragments from Dihnaga, 


"3,: : : See^ (Benares - Eda.)/ p.-- 1 1. 

4. He takes it as ^ t 
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when once it has been so pointed out ? gives two 

definitions oi sirSl^ in a single line. It is — 

a^TS’Srff^f?! %=ErfT— ^T3?JTo V.6. 
one of the two definitions— the first of them— belongs, on 
the authority of ftST, to and the second, 

on the same authority, to the teacher of 

Now can it be imagined that JiTflf could have afforded to leave 
out v^jf^fl’s definition, had he been aware of it ? Besides, 
is defined by in a strikingly different way. 

According to him is 

But while discussing f^i^T^T’s definition 

of SR?IW, says : ‘^JSSI I 

m 51 inCTrf^#^% 51 ^ 5rroq[Tf^m55?trf^^5j^ i>» 
fJia calls it Now the be 

and all those who had a similar view. We may 
pre^me that ^fil| was also one of them — at least conversant 
with the view— for he says ^ccrsfi STWaiczrfj^^fSrsrf stf^- 
V. 6. It may be admitted that 
definition of is more academic in tone exactly as his 

definition of !R®r^ is more exact in expression. If WfTI 
could afford to give two views on an important issue, he would 
not, we think, mind to give a third one also, if it was more 
useful and suitable, as definitions indeed are. 

1. begins his comment upon ‘aTq\ 

I Hc*5sa®^ 

fg^5qf5!igq«l^%-gT0 P. 99- See also Dr. Randle’s 
Fr^ments from Dihnaga, p.ia ^^13. 

2. p. 13. 

3. P- 44- 

4. P- : 
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One thing more should be noted in this connection. As 
far as we know, has nowhere in his extant works 

shown any regard to the views of though his pupil, 

is his great authoritative source. But has 
referred to the views of the older logician in unmistakable 
language. May we not assume with probability that, fay 
the time of had been somewhat eclipsed 

by his decidedly abler pupil ? It is quite possible that 
WWf lived in an age when was not so forgotten. 

He still commanded respectful attention from scholars along 
with 

It will be undoubtedly quite profitable to give here the 
results of a detailed comparison of these works ; but we are 
afraid the space at our disposal will not permit it. We may, 
in passing, just note a few points. SffTWf has six but 

has only four.2 If we were to look into 
we shall find no less tton nine. * But what is very interesting 
to note is that some of the definitions and examples of 
wholly correspond with those in I fSTScT is included 

by in but SfRlf takes it separately® exactly 

as we find it in r?tT«?St% 5 :r a^d 1 In and 

SWnSJ^g’a^ we further find ^g| 5 cT divided into two classes 
according to the way they are possible either by or 

1 This is also the case with | But has 

I- cjiTsq T g^R , V. 13-20. 

2. pp. 84-85. 

3. .See in the History of Indian Logic, pp.290-291 

4 - I n isjiT ISF^ *JTIT 

I p. 1 17 - 

5. 5 |iTS!|j^^, V. 21, V. 26-27. 

6. History of Indian Logic, pp. 286-7, 295 — 6. In those 

7 


no such division. ' The few points^ noted abovCj are quite 
sufficient to convince' ■ any unprejudiced person, that ;: 

borrowing from is any thing but possible. 

Even if these points were not available, we could have 
shown that conning after cannot be imagined. 

as shown above, lived about 650 A. C. and hailed 
from the South of India. SEfT'^^if^cI lived in Bengal in the 
beginning of the 8th century. Now, we cannot, with any 
stretch of our imagination, conceive that within half a 
century such a progress could be possible in those days of 
hard communication, becomes sufficiently famous, 

his works are carried to Kashmir, there utilises them 

for writing his own work, then he also becomes well-known, 
his work reaches Bengal and is devoured by s^TfcRlf^ ^nd 
all this was accomplished within half a century ! It seems to 
be hardly possible. We have no reason, therefore, to doubt 
statement that STBJf was acquainted with WHl’s 
work, so that 600 A.C. can be safely taken to be the lower 
limit of WWf ’s date. 

But what should be his upper limit ? The fore-going 
discussion has shown that 551115 was familiar with the 
views, which are, on the authority of ascribed 

to f^;§i^5 T I We have further shown that his views some- 
times correspond with those which are found in I 

Nanjioi and Takakusu^ ascribe this work to WHU?S»1 1 But 
Pandit Vidhu^ekhara Bhattacharya thinks that Nanjio “ has 

cases resemblance in phraseology is also to be noted. 
has, however, got such a division in 

1. i'lanjio’s Catalogue of the Chinese Tripitaka, p. 2'jo, 
Nos. 1223, 1224. 

2. A Reojrd of the Buddhist Religion by Using, pp. 177. 

186. 
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made a- mistake in rendering the name, Sanskrit The 
name, as given in Chinese in the .book '"itself, is Ya lun, the 
Sanskrit equivalent of which is Dihnaga/'i Bat, according to 
Sngiura^ and , :Ui>^ ■■■ is /attributed by the Chinese, 

tradition to 1 work, according to this 

view, was quite distinct from Dr. 

Randle^ sees ‘ no reason to doubt the correctness of the 
Chinese attribution of the to Dinnaga. That being 

the case, it is impossible that Dinnaga should have been the 
author of ' But we see no reason to doubt the 

correctness of the Tibetan attribution of the to 

I If that be the case, it is impossible that any other 
person but should have been the author of the 

vCfF^EfSI^SO’ I Besides many cogent arguments so ably put forward 
by Pandit Vidhu^ekhara Bhattacharya^ for proving that 
was the work of one thing appears to turn 

the scale to a very great extent. It is a curious fact that 
was not known to either Houen Tsang or Itsing. 
The Tibetan texts are quite ignorant of his name. The 
Tibetan translation of the Chinese translation of 
clearly shows that at that time even the Chinese did not 
know of \ It is really inexplicable how they 

came, later on, to associate his name with 1 There 

seems to be some baffling confusion, lurking somewhere or 
other. Unless and until this mystery is cleared up, we 
shall not know the real ground of its attribution by the 

1. * The Nyaya Pravesa of Dinnaga, ’ Indian Historical 
Quarterly, Vol. Ill, p. 154. 

2. Hindu Logic as preserved in China and Japan, pp. 36-37. 

3. Vai^esika Philosophy, p. 68. 

4. Fragments from Dinnaga, p. 61. 

5. Indian Historical Quarterly, VoL III, pp. 154-159, 

24054 


Chinese to 1 But so far as the Tibetan 'Text,! 

as edited by Pandit VidhuSekhar.i Bhattacharya, is concerned, 
it is more than probable that it is the work of | The 

learned editor has compared it with the Chinese and Sanskrit 
Versions and does not perhaps find material difference 
between them. So .what is said of the Tibetan version 
with regard to its authorship, may be, therefore, true of other 
versions as well.^ We have every hope that this puzzling 
enigma will be cleared up by Principal Dhruva’s Introduction 
to the Sanskrit Version of the | 

It does not, however, matter much for us even if 
was to be proved the author of | He is 

said to have been the pupil of ^:^JTT*T and consequently 
must have been his younger contemporary. So when we 
find clear resemblance of certain views and expressions in 
work from the works of and we 

can, without hesitation, say that date will furnish the 

upper limit to WJTf ’s age. 

The date of depends npon the date of his 

teacher, I Nanjio informs us that wrote 

a life of between A. C. 401 and 409 and 

who lived between A.C. 499 and 560, wrote another.® From 

1. Gaekwad Oriental Series, XXXIX Part II. 

2 . Dr. N. D, Miuorov contributes a paper on ‘ Dinnaga’s 
Nyaya Pravesa and Haribhadra’s commentary on it, ’ to the 
volume presented to Dr. Garbe. We have not as yet seen it, but 
from the title we may assume that he is also inclined to attribute 

to i 

3 . G. O. S. XXXIX Part I. 

4 . Nanjio’s Catalogue of the Chinese Tripitaka, app. I. 64 . 

5 . Ibid No, 1463 . 


we know that was a contemporary of 

who is identified by V. A. Smith ^ with Chandra 
Gupta I of the Gupta Dynasty. If this line of argument is 
followed, as has been done by V. A. Smith* and M. Peri*, 
who died, it is said, at the ageof 80, will be found 
to have been living between 280-360 A.C. But unfortunately 
all scholars are not at one. Different scholars assign 
different dates to I The other most important view 

is that which places him between 420 — 300 A. C.® But 
the majority of the scholars^ appears to be inclined towards 
the former view. Undoubtedly that view appears, to say 
the least, much more probable. If we were to subscribe to 
the other view, the whole subsequent chronology becomes 
awfully disturbed. Then we have to look upon 
‘Life of Vasubandhu’ as a myth and disbelieve the 
traditions which make one of the Patriarchs and his 

work as having been translated into Chinese by I 

So we have seen above that there is every probability 
of having lived between 280 and 360 A. C. Now 

being his pupil, must have been his junior 
contemporary and so must have lived somewhere before 
4OO. Now, if 400 A C. is to be the approximate date of 
that data must also be considered to furnish the 
upper limit to ’s date. We may, therefore, safely say 

1. Takakusu, J. R. A. S., 1905, p. 44. 

2. Early History of India, 3rd Eda., p. 320. 

3. Ibid, pp. 328 ff. 

4. Bull, de 1.’ Ecole francaise d’ Extreme-orient, XI. 335 ff. 

5. Vidj^bhRsaiia’s History of Indian Logic, pp. 266 — 267. 

6. Keith — Indian Logic and Atomism, p. 98, Buddhist 
Philosophy p. 155 ; B. Bhattacharya’s Foreword to 

(G. O. S. XXX) pp. LXVI— LXXX. 


( 54 ) 

that ^ui; must have lived between the dates of 
and yiz.y between. 4OO and 600 A. C. 

If we wish to be a little more exact with regard to the 
date of , we should try to find oat whether he was 
nearer to or to | We have already shown 

that his views correspond much more with those of 
than those of | We have further shown that he was 

living in an age when the old teachers were not as yet 
forgotten. This fact can be further borne out by a careful 
comparison of his work with the extant works of those 
teachers. At some places he has referred the reader for 
details to other works which are not found perhaps in 
works. We have further to take into consideration 
that WHf ’s fame must have taken some time for becoming 
so much ripe as to induce a poet of Kanouj, as indeed 
was, to become acquainted with the work of the great 
Kashmirian. If we may be permitted to allow a century 
for it, we shall be, we thihk, not wrong in placing 
before 500 A. C. But the way he writes, the atmosphere he 
breathes, the company he keeps, — all these leave us still 
unsatisfied. We are very much tempted to think that he 
was not far removed from though we cannot 

positively prove it by direct evidence. The fifth chapter of 
his teeming so much with philosophical logic, 

rather smacking much more, as it were, of polemics, makes 
us believe that he was living in an age which was permeated 
with debate and controversy in every quarter. Such a 
period in Indian History was possible only with such scholars 
as f We know from accounts^, preserved here and 

I. Lama Taranatha’s Geschichte des Buddhismus von 
Schierfncr, pp. 130 — i'35.j Vidyabbusna^s ^History of Indian Logic, 

pp, 27aHa74. 
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there, that the great spent his whole life in vehement 

— heated controversy and debate. He was known in 
his times as or a fighting bull But such an age 

did not last for a long time. By the time of 
or settling the logic of poetry, which was considered so very 
necessary an appendage in a work on Poetics by 
came to be considered as a useless I Even in 

the time of we find no indication of the continuation 

of ^®!TT*T’s age of passionate debate and heated controversy. 
Further, no indication to that effect has been furnished even 
by the 5th and 6th century inscriptions of the Guptas. Thus 
we are not far wrong in believing that that age of controversy 
almost came to an end with { Hence we may 

conclude that was either a contemporary of or 

came immediately after who, we know, became 

widely known throughout the country on account of his 
incessant wanderings on controversy tours. ^ Consequently 
we may state that was, with all probability, living 

about 400 A. C. or, if happens to be proved the 

work of a few years later. 

Will’s WORKS 

It is indeed very difficult — if not wholly impossible — 
to determine whether our author had written any other 
work besides the well-known I We find, no doubt, 

the name of WITI associated with certain quotations 
which are not traceable in the I in his 

commentary, srs|?r|cr(3rw, on quotes twice 

in the name of extracts ■ which are nowhere to be 

found in the | One of them appears to have 

2* Tliranetha’s Geschichte des Bnddbismus voii Schiefner, 


been taken from a work on Metrics ^ and the other from 
some work on Poeticsa. The latter sentence, curiously 
enough, is met with, with slight modifications, in the 

of and its example in ^rs«ja^T5Ef I Some ^okas 
are quoted by in his commentary on 

in the name of | These seem to have been taken 

from a work on Metrics*. 


2 . 


p. 4, ( ^aro 

edition ). 

«TR?^ — n^trr 1 ^ts^rtxr;- 

5 itF?b«jt ^i;?^ijrainn?*TJn' 1 1 qra 

‘ ^ ^ 1 ??|liraoi5# t(t^ 

I p. 10 - 

^ ww^si — 

'i^T^ ■ftKirarti. 11 

p. 6 (Benares Edition). 

fr|^B viT Ti ^ qgt— 

^ 'g ^?r%r 3 iw: 1 

^ fsF^lT: ?g^fqcii rTOdtsig gr 11 

^ jft gsfg felly feiat “sr 3; 

^ g DR:g; gg ^ 

% gt gt gg^f : n 

^ siRPwg m: ga 
51: ^^(§4 f«a[ ^ feggfg g s: i 

?*5?e ^ g ?gTg ^gw i ! g q g« ? u' 8 '^ w r ra% T; 
gg?^ nm^ gg^ g nrigT^t 11 


fg«tRR p. 7 . 
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Besides these extracts, coming down to us in the name 
of presumably taken from works now wholly lost, 

we have a well-known commentary on the 

■Prakrit Grammar Written in sutras by It is called 

and is considered’ to be the oldest commentry 

now extant^. 

We have no direct evidence to prove or disprove that it 
was the author of who wrote the works referred 

to above. Who can say if there were not several persons 
bearing the same common appellation ? But it is not every 
person bearing a similar name who is equally famous. The 
author of the however, has been identified by 

somewith the writer of Dr. PischeF^ following 

Peterson^ did not even doubt, that the two might be 

different. He says — Den alteste commentator is Bharriaha, 
ein Kaschmirer, der auch Rhetor und Dichter war. As far 
as we can see, their opinion seems to have been based upon 
the hearsay of the Pandits. Howsoever reliable their views 
may be, we would very much wish that they were backed 
by historical evidence, so that they could be pronounced as 
perfectly definite. But it appears at the same time simply 
impossible to believe that such a versatile scholar, as the 
author of seems to have been, could have 

remained perfectly idle before or after the writing of his 
brilliant work on Rhetoric. So, in a word, we do not find 
ourselves in a position to pronounce any definite opinion 
either this way or that way, 

1. PischeFs Grammatik der Prakrit Sprachen, p, 35. 

2. Ibid 

3. p. 79; See also Aufrechfs Catalogus Catalogo- 
rum and Pischei^s Rudrata p, 6 f, ' 
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We wish very much that we could discuss thoroughly 
and examine critically the learned and interesting contents 
of the but the consideration of space does not 

permit us to enlarge upon this topic at any great lengtk It 
is enough to remember here that has divided his work 
into six or sections treating of five topics. They 

are as under — 

1. To this section 60 verses have been 
devoted. They dispose of a few general questions about 
poetry, its use, definition, etc ; 

2. This topic consists of the definitions and 
illustrations of the Figures of Speech. It is interesting to 
meet here with a few names of poets who are now wholly 
unknown. This portion covers 160 verses ; 

3. ^PTS. Here discusses the demerits of poetic 
compositions in 50 verses ; 

4. he tries to settle the logical 
foundation of poetry. Really speaking, this section and the 
section following form parts of the discussions on the demerits 
of compositions. But as Logic and Grammar appear to 
have been reigning supreme in his days, the author was led 
to devote, unlike many others, special sections to them. 
This section has for its share 70 verses ; 

5. Here the author tries to instruct the 
would-be poets to take care of and avoid the grammatical 
mistakes which are ever so prone to creep in. This section 
has 60 verses^. 

I. himself has summed up the whole thing at the end 

of his — 
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His Place in the History of Sanskrit 
Poetics. 

We have seen, at the very outset, in what a great 
esteem 97TITS has all along been held by almost all the great 
writers on Sanskrit Poetics. He is found quoted in the 
works of 3 ^, ^WTH, *T«Pra: 

and many others of different tiroes and divergent views. 
With equal regard he has been often referred to by such 
writers of eminence as the authors of SIcTPr^^N', 

and others^. This fact cannot but rouse a sense 
of inquisitiveness in our hearts to study the work of 
as thoroughly as to find out his merits of such a stable and 
enduring attraction. But this is not an easy thing as it will 
necessitate a thorough review of the important Alamkarika works 
for comparison as well as for tracing their indebtedness 
to our poetician. But the consideration of this topic may 
find a fitting place in a History of Sanskit Poetics and not 
in a paper like this. All that we can do is to take a brief 
historical survey of our subject and determine as correctly 
as possible the place occupied therein by ¥ITITf I 

5513^ life: i 

For the detailed description of the contents, see Kane’s 
Introduction to pp. XVl-XVII ; for a critical 

review of the contents the reader is referred to Trivedi’s 
excellent paper “Some Notes on Bhamaha” in Bhandarkar 
Commemoration Volume and Dr. De’s History of Sanskrit 
Poetics, Vol. II, pp. 401—412. 

I. For such details see Trivedi’s article in Indian Antiquary, 

Vol. XLII (1913) and also his Introduction to 



The worship of the service of the Poetic 

Muse ""'hss been from very esitly times one of the favourite 
hobbies of the Aryan people. Even the oldest attempt 
at poetry by the primeval ancestors of the human race — 
the contains many sparkling gems of genuine poetry. 

It appears that the Aryans had undoubtedly an artistic 
conception of poetry from the very beginning, for we meet 
even in the earliest poems, with expressions of such 
exquisite aesthetic charm as have been later on elaborately 
treated of in the works of Poetics as or figures of 

speech^. 


We find a treatment of in the of who, 
at one place, refers to a quite workable definition of this 
figure given by I gives further such divisions 
of which seem to have been the fore-runners of the 

subtle distinctions made later on. By the time of 
such technical words as etc. had become 

perfectly well-established^. We find further a reference to 


I. See I. 124. 7 ; I, 164. 20; 1 . 164. 

ri. Seealso 3. 3. and II 2 3. 

Besides these, we may also refer to the several hymns 
containing charming dialogues, known as hymns 

found in the See especially X. 108 ; III. 33. 

These hymns have been considered as the fore-runners 
of the Sanskrit Drama by Dr. Oldenberg and others. 

2 » I« ^ 5 III, j IX.. S* 

3- sranra 1 ^ 

I III. 13. 

4:' in. 13-18; IX, 6. 

5. See qT^’s II. r. 55-56.; II. 3. 72. 
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in the grammer of which, whatever their 

character, must have had something to do with the actors. 
Further, tradition credits with the authorship of two 

HfTliTS^S known as qTcTWf^ Sra : and snTSfg'cft f^STST® though, 
it is still an open question whether the Gramarian and the Poet 
were one and the same®. From the of ^Tc?JFr«T 

it is evident that such a division of as had 

already come into existence*. q'cr^f%, the author of the 
on Panini’s Sutras, has fortunately left manyjclues by 
which one can safely surmise that literary activities had been 


the characteristic of that age. He refers to one 
! three and two by name, besides many 

quotations and references of undoubted literary significance®. 

These early grammatical works, as we have seen above 
do not fail to make us infer that the secular literature had 
begun to thrive somewhat luxuriantly even in the early 
periods of our ancient history. We find additional support 

If to this hypothesis from the ?:TsrT^?!f and the which 





1. See pp 63, 125, 238 and qCT^5i«T5Iy IV 

2. Dr. Jacobi : Das Ramayana 

3. See Winternitz : Geschichte der indischen Litteratur, Bd. 
III. p. 369. See also 5 fr^ 3 ?TO (Jolly and Schmidt’s Edn. 
p. 145 f. 

4. The contents of his works fully bear out the supposition 
that he was conversant with the dicta of 

His are divided into ^s which, as required, have 
different metres in the end. His frag-mentary dramatic 
work is called by himself a aronjust as his two extant 

!ET3!Is are styled as JifTOBqs. These few points along 
with many other minor ones, are quite significant in 
the case of a Buddhist preacher. For details see Kane* 
Indian Antiquary 1912, p. 127 ; also Winternitz — 
Gwchichte der indischen Litteratur, Vol. Ill, pp. 34, 34, 
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The inscriptions of which may be considered 

beyond doubt the earliest of such literary inscriptions 
betray both from their form and contents their acquaintance 
with 'Speculations on Poetics. Though no work has actually 
come down to us, we can find out from the : -ol 

and decidedly from ^ that a very 

large number of the writers on the subject had already 
contributed their quota for formulating regular theories of 
Poetics and Dramaturgy. It is not possible to determine 
with perfect satisfaction as to which of the two — Poetics 
and Dramaturgy — preceded the other. There seems 
to be, however, some probability that the Dramaturgy 


I. 


See Epigraphica Indica Vol. VI I L 36. The inscription 
which is most useful for our purpose is found at 
Junagarh and dated 150 A.C. It is not only written in a 
poetic style of a high merit but contains many words 
and phrases which clearly betray their unmistakable 
acquaintance with some extinct works on Poetics. The 
following few words may be taken by way of specimen. 

■^rsif qrgDranROT 



I In this 

connection the Gupta Inscriptions are also of great 
interest. 

The present text, even though going by the name of 
scarcely seems to be the work of one man. Its 
contents betray frequent handling and rehandling and 
the incorporation of matters by persons of different 
dates. See P. R. Bhandarkar — Indian Antiquary 

Vol. XL! ; Kane — Indian Antiquary, VoL XLVL 
Trivedi— Introduction to and Indian 

Antiquary, Vol XLIh 
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went somewhat ahead of Poetics, The conception of a 
complete poetry was primarily essentially dramatic^ and conse- 
quently Rhetoric proper fell within the folds of Dramaturgy 
But with the growth of literature, could not always 

remain subservient to drama. It claimed an independent 
consideration for itself, so that in course of time it began to 
include dramas within its own folds®. 

The history of Sanskrit Poetics can, therefore, he con- 
veniently studied in these three stages, viz., (i) the first stage 
when the consideration of Rhetoric fell under Dramaturgy, 
(ii) the second stage when the two claimed independently 
separate considerations^, (iii) the third stage when Dramaturgy 
came to be considered under Poetics. The first stage was 
characterised by the simple and the crude speculations as is 
quite natural for a growing science at its outset. The third 
stage covers the period of speculative elaboration and 

consequently of a relative perfection®. 


. I. See XVI, nS Edition). The theory 

is upheld by gtJH »n bis I- 3 - and 

in his (Chapter VI) where he says — 


3. The may be taken to be, according to ¥r??r. 


the four constituents of a drama. It is called and is said to 

have been derived from sRtp I See Ij i?- I* is for this 

reason that |t^s, g®IS, claim only a partial treatment 

in the I See XVI. 

3. Chapter 337 and VI. 


4. See 'S qilaq T gf H I- 24- 

5. Really speaking the conception of m may be taken to 

be the determining factor of these various stages. It was at 
first thought that complete was possible from only a 

dramatic work by viay of a cm tired effect cf diakgues, songs 
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It was in the second stage that the real formative work 
was undertaken and accomplished. ^ This stage can be 
further considered under two sub-stages, the first of which had 
much to do with speculations on what is called the 
and the second on the arTfJTT of poetry. It was 

the well-known poetician of Kashmir, who initiated 
and laid a firm foundation of the theory about the 
of poetry, namely, I 

We have no data to determine the name and time of 
the author who, for the first time, undertook a scientific 
study of the of poetry. We may^ however, claim 

and acting* The even after becoming a little more indepen- 
dently popular, could only be thought as generating the 
of and 3^4 and not of \ This explains why we miss the 
treatment of m in the works of and others. 

But with the advent of the School of 37 X^ 5 *^^^, a new 
conception of 7^^ stepped in and decided the fate of the later 
development. The 7^ was no more to be thought of as or 
by means of a dramatic action but as being suggested 

primarily by the words themselves. See on 

(Chapter VI). 

I, The histrionic considerations had such an upper hand 
over other elements that the writers in the first stage could devote 
neither time nor attention to a detailed study of ^1527 | Theatrical 
managements and stage arrangements along with the treatment 
of and in all their elaborately worked-out details, could 

neither allow them much space nor time for anything else. It has 
been quite natural in the growth of every science and art that 
as soon as it becomes liberated from a subordinate position under 
its genre, it begins to claim attention from all sides and conse- 
quently to achieve wide ramifications. Such has also been the 
case with our j 
9 


from the evidence of the later writers of not e that the great 
exp’onent of such rhetorical speculations was no other person 
than the great himself. There is no doubt that a 

number of writers on this subject^ preceded but perhaps 
the quality of their work as shown by the negligence shown 
to them by even the earlier writers of subsequent times, did 
not reach a very high water-mark. And it is quite natural. 
We cannot expect to find that scientific treatment in the 
infancy of a subject which becomes a necessary characteristic 
of it as it gradually develops. So we should not be 
wrong, if, from the reverence shown to 97TITI; and negligence 
to his predecessors, we were to infer that the first work on 
Poetics written on a strictly scientific plan was that of SlWf I 
He seems to have judiciously assimilated the material 
available in the writings “ of his predecessors and with the 
help of a creative genius which he undoubtedly possessed, 
arranged them on a sound basis with due elaboration and 
fitting limitation. The employment of this method has been 
in his case, as shown by the result, an unqualified success. 
The views which he held, the theories which he propounded, 
mostly stood the test of time and criticism to such an extent 
that they were later on upheld by the greatest masters of the 
subject. 

1. refers to in II. 19, 58, in 

II 40, 88, to s?ireigr^si 1 1. 47. We meet with a number 
of names which have been referred to as high authorities 
on Poetics in the of I Some of 

them are these— aiTWMa, and 
I - NO' work has -come down to us uader their 

names. 

2 refers to of in II. 19, 58, to 

of in II. 45, III. 10 and to an anonymous work 

called in III. 8. 


It will not be, we think, out of place to take this 
opportunity and point out the salient features of ’s work 
by referring to a few instances of such a nature. 

The definition of poetry ( qjfsg ) has all along been 
a matter of great controversy with the writers on Sanskrit 
Poetics. The easiest and the most convenient expression 
for denoting what broadly speaking represents has been 
given by ?iTrrf which is 1 It is given by 

STWRRC®, the author of with certain qualifications. 

It is in fact in these qualifications® that the germs of diver- 
gence, which different schools of Poetics show in point of 
views they propound, exist. 

The same observatition may be made with regard to 
the divison of ?|t!js. The 3 |tjjs as given in 
as also in the of are ten in number. 

doubles the number by assigning them both to and gjsf | 
But all the later poeticians of note have had only three 3j^s 
including all the others in them'^. But the first person who 
could point out that the three and 

— were all-in-all was ¥rrwf ® f There has been no doubt, 

1. I- 16- 

2. ^TS?lim55i Chapter 1 . 

3. See commentary on p. 4 (Triven ; 

drum Edn.) He writes thus...f^f5Jl^ ^srsq^ I 

3!}rqT?gi»i, g[if! qfsjr; etc. 

4- p. 2 r I (Benares Edn.). 

5 - Chapter I. 

7. See Chapter VIII, ?aT%*f? 4 ot Chapter VIII. 

8 . n. 1-3. 
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some difference of opinion ^ regarding the meaning of these 
words but as far as the comprehensiveness of the division is 
concerned views has stood well. 

The next thing which we are to note in this connection 
is the consideration of by vnui I has played 

an important part in the history of Sanskrit Poetics. If we 
were to take into consideration the various modes and forms 
which grshtfyi has assumed in different times, it may be said 
to have a history of its own. It was indeed ^ScISR who 
made much of and founded a new school 

by writing his 2 , 

knowledge goes, 5 iTIfri has been the first person to 
speak of | as treated of by has not 

exactly the same signification as it had with ^rcIER but he 
was undoubtedly the fore-runner of in recognising it 

at least as a vital element of poetic compositions*. 

The few instances cited above will be, it is believed, 
sufficient to convince any intelligent person of the high 
ability and genuine originality of Wffl's expositions. This 
conviction is brought home to us with greater insistence by 
his clear statements ® that he duly exercised his critical 
intelligence before he wrote any thing. Coupled with this 
high sense of real scholarship, he had, as is evident from 
his examples, Poetic powers of no mean order. It is indeed 

1. See Chapter VIII. 

2. Two Chapters of this work have been ably edited by 
Dr. S. K. De in Calcutta Oriental Series. 

3* n. 85. 

4, For detailed information about see the learned 

Introduction of Dr. S. K. De to ( 


5 - in. 58, VI. 64. 


a rare combinati^sn that a person is gifted with profound 
scholarship, sound oritical acumen, and with the abilities of 
a clear-headed logician, a clever grammarian and above all 
a master poet. There is no wonder, therefore, that all the 
writers on Sanskrit Poetics — including even the humble 
writers of this humble paper — should bow down their heads 
with a heart full of deep reverence and grateful appreciation 
before such an august personality. 





IL--SOME, VARIANTS IN THE READINGS OF TH? 
■ VAISESIKA SUTRAS. 

By Gopinath Kayiraj. 

It is well known that the text of the philosophical 
Sutras, as we find it to-day, is not generally free from doubtful 
readings. As regards the Nyaya sutras in pardcular, this 
was notictd in very early timeSj and in \he age of Vacbaspati 
Mi^ra i (900 A. D ) they were already n. sucn a state of 
confo'^ion that he was compelled revise t.icm personally 
and give publicity to the result of his revision in the form 
of a manual, called ‘ Nyayasuchtnibandr a/ There is another 
work of a similar nature dealing with these sutras, named 
‘ NyayasCitroddhara,’ attributed to Vachaspati Mi^ra II 
( 1600 A. D. )• If all the commentaries and glosses on 
these Sutras, many of which are yet unpublished, are carefully 
studied a good deal of fresh light will fall upon many of 
the obscure questions involved and will eventually lead to a 
more correct determination of the satras. 

The Sutras of the other systems of course do not seem 
to have been so much muddled, but even then it is doubtless 
that none of them represent, so far as the textual genuineness 
is concerned, absolute purity of the original form. The study 
of these satras is likely to yield interesting results. 

Some years ago I came in possession, for a few days 
only, of an apparently very old manuscript (undated) of 
the Vaisesika Sutras. The MS. was obtained by a friand 
of mine from a certain private collection at Benares,^ On a 

# The owner of the collection being unwilling* to have his 
fi; name disclosed, no attempt was made by me to find it out 

I JO 

II 
m 



careful reading of these SQfras I noticed several differences 
from the current text ; (i) firstly, the readings were in several 
places different ; (ii) secondly, some of the sntras in the 
current editions were absent ; (iii) thirdly, some sutras not 
found in the current text were found there ; and (iv) fourthly, 
in one case, what appears as a single sutra in the current 
edition was read there as two distinct Sutras. 

With these few preliminary remarks I proceed to note 
the differences, taking the Gujarati Edition (published in 1§13) 
of the Vaile 5 ika Sutras as standard for purposes of reference. 

CHAPTER I. 

Ahnika (i) 

Sutra 16— 

^i!l i[fcT 1 

„ 17 — h + i 

„ 19— qsw I 

„ 20— fi>| 1 

„ 21— I 

„ 24— ^tjjIvippjFnfsr cKj|?5rJi i 

„ 25— (a) ( 

(b) I 

This Sutra (no. 25) is counted in the MS as two separate 
siitras^ vk. (a) and (b), as shown above. 

Sotra 30— | 

The Sutra, no. 25, being split up as two :^utras, the 
total number of the sutras in this section comes up to 32, 
rather than 31, as in the printed text. 

Ahnika (ii) 

1— ’SRqjwRW, etc. 

5 {- + 4- ^ ^ f 

13 ' . . 


Siltra 

>> 


After the last sutra. ia tbe iprint^ text, i. e. after the 
17tfa sutra, there appears a unique sQtra in the MS, viz. 

CHAPTER II. 

Ahnika (i) 

Sfltra \ 

.-:: : h::': 6.— 4.'+g[^gT + ^+ ' 

7 *— .opstaT ' '■ ■ 

n I ^ 

„ 14.— ^TT^nCRig:^®! STTSTlcI ^1?, I 

„ 15— i 

^ %f 5T 

„ 30 — Absent from the manuscript. 

Ahnika (ii) 

Sutra 1— hJcT *Tf'3rarf«^ 

„ 19— +?Ei?rqi^w^ I 

CHAPTER III. 

Ahnika (i) 

Sutra 7 — 3rs?I 0;^ + + 

Ahnika (ii) 

„ 3— ++!?:« fiiti 

„ 10— f s + + 

„ 17— ‘iff g ’ is onaitedironj the MS. 

„ 21— ?iT9faTm?<iTif I 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Ahnika (i) 

Sfltra 11.-— + +^T^qrTfar l 

„ 13.— + ^R+ + 

Before the 7th siitra of this section, as arranged in the 
printed edition, there appears to have been another sQtra 
which has now disappeared. It is quoted by Uddyotakara 
in his Nyayavartika (Benares Edition, p. 231) as — ■ 

j This Sutra is quoted 
by Puijyaraja in his Commentary on the Vskyapadiya 
( Vol. Il, p. 180), along with, and in succession of, what 
now appears as the 6th Sutra of the current text. His 
reading however is — l” 

Ahnika (ii) 

Sutra 1.— 'crrl-f + > 

4.— I 

The reading tj-grR? is known to Sankara Mi^ra, but it 
is absent from the current text. Perhaps the sutra 
etc. actually existed in the earlier SQtrapafha, for it is referred 
to in the Upaikara and appears in this MS. It seems to 
have been removed by the editors, as it is found to be 
identical with the Nyaya Sutra 2.1.28. 

CHAPTER V. 

Ahnika (i) 

+ + 

■+‘+trcRiwli«rt 1 
•+ ( ? ) siiniqran 1 
vmmmk f + 



( to ) 

Ahnika (it). 

Sfltra 16.— ci^T + + + JT5l^ I 

I 

^miiR^nTfiT^jf 3?n«^rcn^ (t) i 

This last one is an additional Sutra, altogether 
new, but the reading is evidently corrupt. 

Sutra 25.— + + + 

CHAPTER Yl. 

Ahnika (t). 

Sutra 1. — • -f + ^c[; 

„ 5 _ + + I 

„ 12.— j^^fr + + + 

„ 14. — This does not appear in the MS. 

Ahnika (m). 

Sfltra 4- I 

CHAPTER VIL 

Ahnika (i). 

Satra 2.— 4. + + stffFsn: I 
„ 15.— + + ' + + I 

„ 17.— + + + 

„ 21. — does not occur. 

Ahnika (m). 

Sutra 12. — ^This Sfitra is absent from the MS, 

21. — tC5i;f^^35T^TWlf + + 

22. — i 


%y 


Satra 23.----tT?:?^TTOarf»TWft etc. (The first phrase 

is lacking in the Ms). 

Sutras 2A — 25.— These sutras do not appear in the MS. 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Ahnika (*). 

Sfltra 1 

Ahnika (i). 

„ 2 .— + + 

„ + + *5r I 

I 

CHAPTER IX. 

Ahnika (i) . 

Sfltra 7.~ + + ceTRI |- 

„ 12— The word HrSt^ is omitted. 

Ahnika (it). 

„ 4. — is omitted. 

„ 10.— omitted. 

CHAPTER 'X. 

Ahnika (it). 

After the 8th and the 9th sfltras occurs ; 

I This satra is also quoted by SrSdhara in the 
Hyayakandalf, p. 1Si6. 


' ■; IlI-HISTOEl AND BIBLIOaiiAPHY OP 
NYIYA VAtgEpiA LLTBRATURE. 

Bi Gopinate Kavjkaj. 

( OoiitiDued from VoL V, p. 162 ) 

Th® Deceani School. 

X — CTienmt, BTiatta, 

Chennii Bhatta, the author of a Commentary, perhaps 
the earliest yet extant, on Tarkabhasa ( )> 

is known to have been a native of Southern India. From the 
colophon of this Commentary^ it appears that he was the 
son of one Sahaja Sarvajna Visnu, that he had an elder 
brother named Sarvajna and that his patron was Maharaja 
Harihara, assuredly identical with the famons king Harihara 
II of Vijayanagara (HOO A. D.) 

This Sarvajna Visou was perhaps the same scholar 
whorri the younger Madhava (Sayan a’s son) mentions as the 
son of g'arftgapani arid as his own guru in the beginning of 
his Sarvadarifana Samgraba (verse 2 ) and to whom Sayaua 
refeifs ^ thd author of Vivataoavivatana in his S'aokara 

Whether Sarvajha-Vi?on Was the nafne which Vidyatirtha, 
the ehief gum ( j of Vidyaranya and Sayaua, bore 



t Aufiicht.' Oxf. Catalogue, p, ‘ 244a. 
t See Indian Antiquary, 1916, p, 2%^ 
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before his renunciation of the world is a question to which 
I am not in a position to otfer any decisive reply with the 
data at present available to me*. But the fact that the 
invocatory verse— — found in many 
of Sayana’s and Vidyaranya’s works occurs also in Chennu’s 
Commentary, would appear to indicate that all these three 
scholars were disciples of one and the same spiritual 
preceptor, named Vidyattrtha ; and the fact of Sayaiia’s 
quoting Sahaja Sarvajna Visou name tends in my 

opinion against the possibility of identifying him with 
Vidyatirtha. 

Among the authors quoted in the Tarkabhasa- 
prakasika (e. g. Udayana, Kandaltkara, Mandana MiSra, 
Vachaspati Migra, Varadaraja, Vadlndra and Salikanatha) 
Varadaraja may be taken to be the author of Tarkikarakga 
and Vadtndra identical with the teacher of Bhatta Raghava. 

II. — Mahadeva Puntamkar. 

The most prominent student of Nyaya Vaigesika phiIo> 
sophy at Benares towards the end of the 17 th Century vras 
a Deccani Brahmana, by name Mahadeva, of the Puntamkar 
family. He had been a pupil of Srikantha Dikshita and on 
his death succeeded him as one of the leading pandits of the 
city. But the chief little to bis place in the history of the 
literature consists in his successful attempt at rescuing 
Bhavananda’s works from the unmerited obloquy into which 
they had fallen, by subjecting them to a critical analysis and 
bringing out their real worth. 


♦ Reference may however be made in this connection to 
the illuminating paper on “ Madbavacfaarya and his younger 
brothers ” by Rao Bahadur R. Narasimhachar in the Indian 
Antiquary, 1916, pp. 17-24, 



Mahadeva was the sod of Mukunda^, himself a learned 
man, being the master of the six systems of recognised 


® Here is a geneaologica! table of Mahadeva ’s family which 
I have fiecored through the good offices of Pandit Mukunda 
^astrl of Benares, a descendant of the author : 

Nllakantha Pant 


Timsji or Tryambaka Pant 


Amanta Pant. Author of 


(a) Vyahgyartba Kaumudi, 
composed in 1646 A.D. 

(§) Commentary on Rasamah- 
fjarl, composed in 1653 
A.D. for Chandrabhanu, 


(c) Prose version of Mudra 
raksasa- 


Mukunda Pant, author of Safcpadya* 
j muktavalT. 

Mahadeva Pant 


Sambhu Pant 


Govinda Pant 


Soma Natha Pant He acquired lands in 1730 


Mukunda Pant 


Gangadhara Mahadeva 


Ganesa 


Visvanatha 


Sakharama 


Mukiitidaj Gantgpidhaif^, GoVitida, Gopi natha, Damodara* 
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orthodox philosophy ( )• Hs was a 

devotee of and like his tutor Srikaiitha, of tlie. goddess 
SiddheSvart^, 

Mahadeva^s time is known for certain*' Among MSS 
himself for his own nse— and the number of soch MSS is ' a* 
legion— I have found dates ranging from Sam vat 1727 ( = 
1670 A. D*) to Samvat 1753 (=1696 A* D.). I place 
MahaJeva therefore in the second half of the 17th century. 

From an entry 'in one of,h'sMSS it appears that 
Mahadeva once went to Nadia on tour either in search of 
MSS or on invitation to attend some meeting of the pandits. 
He . was in close touch with the scholars of Bengal whose 
learning he deeply appreciated. 

His own works ate: 

■•■/A, ■Commentaries ■ on- ■ ■ ■ 

( a ) Bhavananda’s 

i. Dfdhitigudharthapraki^iks ( = ) 

book was intended to defend Bhavananda 

“ The goddess Siddhesvari whose temple is in the city in 
the q'tarter known after her name is an old dfity of Benares* of 
whrni mention is found in the Kasf Khanda, It has been regu- 
larly wcrshipfed by the family of the Matinins for the last 7 or 8 
generations. Theimigeis now mutilated. Long ago it was 
proposed to replace it by a new image and so an image was 
made and arrant; ements were made to set it up with due cere- 
m.*oy for worship. But it is said that the goddess appeared in 
a vision and foibade such a procedure. The old image continued 
to be worshipped as usual. The new one is now to be found * 
outside in a corner on the verandah. The following dhyana will 
serve as a good description of the goddess : 

Hill gnrf ^irHf ^ i 


|f|| 

■ 
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s. 




of the Beogali pandits to which 
, he-hacj .heen . exposed**-' 

)*f 

' - -Both these are commentaries on one and the same 
and^- the other a' short "one* 
Mahadeva himself states in the beginning of his 
Sarvopakarioi that he wrote two distinct com- 
mentaries on the Bhavanandij of which one, being 
overlaid with technical minnt^, was intended for 
the critical students of philosophy, while the other 
was to serve for the beginner as a general intro- 
duction to the subject^t 

(b) Laugaksi Bhaskara’s 
i* Padarthapraka^a. 


(-a )- It is an ordinal treatise dealing with 

■ the main topics of Nylya, containing as the 
author says an essence of the whole philosophy. 

( b ) IsvaravSda. 

(c) Navyanumitiparamat^ayoh Karyakaranabhava 
vichara. 

(d) SadrsyavMa. 


iwvtiei?? it 

{ Beginning of BhavanandT prakasa ). 

Towards the close of the Sarvopakarini Mahadeva calls the 
JRraMsa and the Kaustuhha his two sons, and the Sarmpako’^ 
rinl his daughter, begotten by his spiritual wife Buddhi ; rfcpp?!- 


‘ II 


t wn i 

msi ft 8ifT<5^ n 




in. NSr&yat^a TlHha, 

Among Sannyasins there must be a very few in number 
who would feel inclined to give their time and energies to the 
task of elucidating the dualistic doctrines of iSyaya-Vai^esikt. 
Any work, supposed to aim a blow at the Vedantic position, 
would be simply revolting in their eyes. Far from encourag- 
ing such a work by writing commentaries upon it, they would 
not tolerate its existence. But Bhik§u Narayaija Tirtha 
was a notable exception to this rule. Not only was he 
passively tolerant, with catholic indifference to all which did 
not concern him, but he wrote commentaries on three of the 
most popular and standard NySya works : — 

(a) Udayana’s 

i. Kusumanjali KarikSs. 

There is an incomplete MS of this commentary in 
the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares, where in the 
colophon at the end of Stavaka 3 the author is called 
q’ftarrsr^T^sri?? ( Foi. 186 . ) 

(b) Raghunatha’s 

i. Tattavachintamanididhiti. 

(c) Vii3vanatha’s 

i. Bbasaparichchheda 

NSrayana says in his Sankhya Chandrika * that he was 
• See verse i at the beginning. 

^ 5^ sit II 

'1 Cf. also his VedintavibhSvaaa with (Saftkhya Chandrika, Ben. 
Sk, Series, No 9, p. r ) Commentary and Bhakti Chandrika ( Mss 
belangiog to Government Sanskrit Library, Benaras ), 


the pupil of Vastideva Tfrtha and disciple of^"Ramago?io4a 
Ttrtha, And he seems to have been the teacher of the 
famous Brahmananda Sarasvatt, . usually called by the name 
of Gauda Brahmananda ( to distinguish him from another 
Brahmananda who commented on the Paribha?enda ^ekhara) 
author of a series of very learned Vedantic works, including 
Commentaries on Madhusudana Sarasvatt’s (a) Advaita 
Siddhi and (b) Siddhantatattvabindu. This is apparent 
from Brahmaoanda’s own confession in the above commen- 
f taries ♦. 

Narayana’s age is not knov^n for certain^ The only 
thing that can be said is that he was later than the middle 
of the 17th Century, the time of YiSvanatha, on whose work 
he commented* 

He must be earlier than 1701 A. D. ( 1758 Sam), the 
date of a MS of Muktavaliprakasa by Dinakara, belonging 
originally to bis private collection and now deposited in the 
Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. 


* Thus in his 

(a) Laghu Chandrika, com on the Advaita Siddhi ; 

Intro. Verse 2 Advaita Matijari Ed., p* I* 

ii. i 

=3^4 ?iT??:graTo!gr: n 

Concluding Verse 2, Advaita Manjari Ed,, p. 643* 

(b) Nyayaratnavali. — Com* on the Siddhliatabindii. 

Conduding Verse s, Advaita Manjari Ed., 


IV*^Mj0^da Bhatta 

Kop^a Bhafta, son of Rafigoji Bhafta and nephew of 

Bhattoji Dtkgita, is better remembered for his works on 
Grammar, especially for his Vaiyakaraija Siddhantabhajana*, 
than^ for any treatises on philosophy, pure and simple. He 
was in a family of famous grammarians of Benares. His 
uncle Bhattoji Dikshitaf, the author of Siddhantakaumudi, 
oabdakaustubha, Manorama, &c. was a grammarian of the 
highest order, (besides being an authority in Smrti and 
Vedanta) whose works in this branch of literature are still 
among the noblest in the field. His father Rangoji, however, 
does not seem to have been a grammarian at all. He was 
a Vedantist, being the author of two interesting works on 

the subject, viz. Advaitachintamani and Advaitas'astra- 
saroddharaj. 

To Nyaya Vailejika Literature Konda Bhatfa seldom 
devoted his labours. We know however of three works 

♦ It is said in extenuation of the many defects of this work 
that it was composed by the author at the early age of 22 and 
was not subsequently revised, 

t It appears that Bhattoji became a diksita, probably the 
first difcsita in the family, by initiating himself into the mysteries 
of the agnihotra ceremony and that his descendants (e,g. his son 
BhSnu dTksita and grandson of Hari dlksita) inherited the title 
as a matter of pure legacy. His brother Rangoji or his nephew 
Ko^da are not known by that tide. The name Rangoji Diks'ta, 
as used in Dr, Belvalkar’s “Systems of Sanskrit Grammar” 
seems therefore to be a slip, 

X Cf Aufrecht, Cat. Cat., I, p. 489. Both these works exist 
in the Library of Pandit Mukunda ^astrl. The former has 
teen published in the Government Sanskrit Library Series, 
Beimos. The second work is incomplete, being confined to one 
dte^tar o^. 


coming from his pen as contribntive to this philosophy. All 
these are of an elementary character and obviously intended 
for beginners. 

B. (a) 

A MS of this exists in the Government Sanskrit Library, 
Benares. It was written at the instance of Raja Virabhadra^f 
and contains the following references : 3b® ; 

%^Tfpcr 5 T : 4b^2. 5I39. gjj 7 . 

9a*; lib®; :3^«IS|T9TQ llb®^ 

SJRJTT s ila®, 12a* ; “ «l^Fra[r(r^^i:an 26^^ ; 

(by his father) 26b^, 13 ; and |?lT®R’C?!iaj<srt!]r (his own 

work) 26 a\ 

(b) tr^rasftfq^T. This is published in the Benares Sanskrit 
Series and requires no notice to be taken in this place. 

(c) f. This is referred to in (b). 

F — Krsria Bhatta Ar 4 e, 

He was a resident of Benares, being the son of Ranga- 
natha, and KamalaJ, pupil of Hari and younger brother of 
Narayana Bhatta. He is known for the following wwks : 

« cf Hall, p. 79. 
t cf. Hall, p. 78. 

X I examined a Ms. of Krsua Bbatta’s Chitragang-dbara 
(fols 26; unknown to Aufuclit)in. Gopaladasa’sprivaie Collection. 
In the 3rd introductory verse of this work the author speaks 
of his parents, whom be names P nranatba (not Ragbunatha 
SLS in Aufrecht, Cat, Cat, I, p. 118) and Kamala, a« already dead : 
lfrSJJE*[Tg?llr; I JHSST 

(fol. 16). Cf also Ind. Office Cat,, p. 6i8i 


A. Commentaries on 
(a) Jagadiga’s 

i. Commentary on Chintamapidtdbiti (sb3I*I« 

or 

and (b) Gadadhara’s 

i. Commentary on Chintamanidtdhiti 

and ii. ^aktivada. 

VI~ Madhava Beva ' 

Madhava Deva was the son of Laksmana Deva and 
grandson of Madhava Deva of DhaiasArapnra* on the bank 
of the Godavart, He was himself a mao of Benares where 
he had been living for a long time past. From the intro- 
ductory verses of the Tarkabhasasaramanjarl it appears 
that he read with his own father Laksmaiia. His works^ 
only two in number within our present knowledge^ were 
written at 'Benares and held in high esteem among the 
local Pandits ( “ €ET 3 oi' ). 

.works - are : 

A, Commentary on 
(a) Ke^ava Misra’s 

i. Tarkabhaga ( or cl^- 
), where the following are referred 

to ; fols 7a®, 13b®, iSa^, 18 ^, 

20a®, 23a2, 24ar 34b6, 38a8, 43b«, 44brs 
46br®, 48ije 49a'r ; 

45a® ; ^o^s. 34b®, 38b®, 43b®, 

• Not Dhara^ or modern Dhar, as supposed by Mr. A. V. 
Kathavate in his Report {1891-95), p. ^5, Dh§rl is a town in 
Central India, whereas DhSrasiirapura is farther South, in the 
Beccan, on the hank of the God&varL 


45a* ^ - 

fols lib*, 30b®i*®, 45b* ; 48b*® ; 

45a*, 46a* ; tr^^cTWR? 50b®* 
and I 

Of the earlier commentators Gaurikanta has been most 
severely treated. 

(b) Raghunatha’s 

i. Tattvachintamaiiidtdhiti, A part of this 
work, dealing with the import of the particle 
was known to Hultzsch, No. 1418, 
II, p. 133, 

(b) Ramachandra’s 

i. Commentary on GuoakiranavalJ, known as 
Gunarahasya ( “ 5tp:5*5qsi®KI5Dr ’’ ) as in 
Hall, p. 67 or as in Mitra, 

1453). 

B. 

(a) This is the earlier work of Madhava 

(mentioned in Tarkabha§asaramanjar{ on 
fols 29*, 44a**, 50a*®) and merits appreciation. 
It was written at Tripurarirajanagara, or 
Benares, From the fact that Madhava names 
Rudra Bhattacharya and Bhattoji Diksita he 
could not have lived earlier than the middle 
of the 17th century, and the existence of a 
copy of Nyayasara in the India Office Library, 
transcribed in Sain 1767 ( 1710 A.D. ) furnishes 
the posterior limit of his age. In all pro- 
bability therefore he belonged to the latter 
part of the 17th century. 

* The folios refer to the MS,, not yet numbered, which has 
just been acquired for the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares., 

12 
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Vll.'—l^Jmrmardja Aihmrinira. 

As the author of Vedaotaparibhasa Dharniaraja's 
reputation staods high among modern students of philosophy ; 
his Nyaya works have been forgotten and are now generally 
unknown. But it was for these works that he seems to have 

been remembered in his life time. 

He was an inhabitant of the village of Kaodammanikya 
and was the son of one Trivedinarayaoa Yajvan of the 
Kaun^inya family ^ He is known to have been the pupil 
of Pandit Venkatanatha of Velangudi, a village which 
Mr. Burnell t locates in the Kumbhakonam Taluk of the 
Tanjore District. Dharmraja mentions his Paramaguru*s 
name to be Nrsirnha Yati who may be tentatively identified 
with the author of Bhedadhik^^ara (1547 A. D.). Rama- 
kr§na, Dharmaraja’s soUj refers to Nrsirnha in his Sikhamani. 
The time of Dharmaraja falls therefore somewhere about the 
middle of the 17th Century. 

In the introductory verses of the Vedaotaparibbisa 
Dharmaraja speaks \ of his two Nyaya treatises^ both 
commentaries, named below. 

A. — (a) On Sasadhara’s 

i. Nyayasiddhanta dipaj ( 5 a copy of this 

* Burnell, Tanjore Catalogue, p. 05 b* 
t Ibid, p. 90 a. 'But Mahamab<"pMhyaya Krsiianstha 
NySyapauchanana in his commentary on the Vedantaparibhasa 
(pp. 3-4) speaks of Veiaugudi to be a village on the bank of the 
Narmada. I leave the point open for discussion by men more 
competent to deal with questions of Sooth Indian biography. 

I This, along with the 
line following ( mt ), does not occur 

in the current texts. The latter commentary is called 
(«e' irtultzsch, No. 1153 ). 


work exists in the Tanjore collection (vide 
Bumellj p. 119 b). 

■aiid. (b) On Gafigesa’s 

i. Tattvachintamani ( ), where he 
claims to have overthrown .the views of ten 
previous commentaries. This .seems however' 
to be an idle vaunt*. 

VIII,—Mdmakn^aAdlivarm, ■ , 

Dharmaraja's son Ramakrsna was the author of a 
Commentary, known as on Ruchidatta’s 

Tattvachintamaniprakasaf. This is the only work on Nyaya 
from Ramakrsna’s pen. From his commentary ( 

) on his father’s Vedantaparibhasa it appears 
that Ramakrsna was highly proficient in the New Logic of 
Eastern India and that his training was more on the line of a 
controversian than on pure Upanisha iic lorej. 

There is a commentary of this name on the Tattvachintamani- 
prakasa, Cf. triennial Cataiogfue of Mss’^ by Rangacbarya 
Kuppu Svam'i SastrT, Vol. L p, 796 (R« No, 578). 

t Burnell, p. 1 15 b. 

X He also wrote a comaientary on Sadma ida’s Vedanta* 



IV.~AN ATTEMPT TO ARRIVE AT THE 
CORRECT MEANING OF SOME 
OBSCURE VEDIC WORDS. 

By Sit ARAM JosHi. 


1 . 

R. V. 1 . 

This word is found in the I^gveda only thrice ; once here 
a,nd again in each of the stanzas at R. V. IV. 4.9^, and 

VIL 15.i5®. it bears the same vocative accent in all the 

three places, and, obviously, is used in the same sense. It is 
a compound formed from the root ‘ vas * to dwell or to 
wear, as Indian scholars take it ( ^ 

from ‘ vas ‘ to shine as the western scholars would have it 
(see Macdoneirs Vedic Grammar for Students and Monier 
William's Lexicon), by adding to it the verbal (^g[) 

termination or denoting an agent, and having for its 
prefix ■ ( ) the word So the form ‘ ^ » 

is a vocative having the Udatta accent on its first syllable. 
Its meaning according to Indian scholars would be ^one 
who dwells at night, or one who wears or covers the night 
( ?:T#I ). Sayana and the 

Western scholars* would take it as ‘ one shining in the 
darkness..- , 

Sayanat takes it as a copulative compound ( §[?g;^ITT^ ) 
of two words ^ dosa ’ and ^ vas tar.' He says that the word 

‘ dosa ’ stands for night ( ) and ‘ vastar ’ 


* See S. B. E. Series, Vol. XLVI, p. 4 ; 
t Saya^ia’s Commentary on Egvada I. 1.7. 



for a day ( ). Sayaim seems to regard 

this compound-word similar in form to the two words ‘dojS ’ 
and ‘vastoJi’ ( twrgreT>:* ), which are frequently used in the 
^gveda, not as a compound as the Pada text will show 
but separately though simultaneously, ‘ dosa ’ standing for 
night and ‘ vastoh ’ for day. 

For the accent of the word ’ Sayana maintains 

it by applying to it Pacini’s Sutra “ This 

Sutra says that the ‘ Kartakaujapadi ’ is a collection of 

words beginningwiththecompound-word'Kartakaujapa’ 

(«Era#T3nT), and whenever they are used as a copulative 

compound their Hrst word assumes its 

natural accent ( ccqf ^ 

takes this word‘^^^’ as a copulative compound, its 
first word ‘ dosa ’ must have its natural accent on the 
second syllable, which is not to be found here. Here the 
accent is on the first, which fact clearly indicates that the 
form , ' is a vocative. J: This is one of the many 

slips in Sayana’s commentary on the Rigveda. 

in Rg. V. VII. 15 15 we find his interpretation 

of the word as ‘ The reason for this 

ts quite clear. In VII. 15. 15 we come across the 

word after How could 

he possibly translate both the words to mein the 
sime thing ? To avoid this tautology, he was obliged to take 
‘vas’ meaning ‘arr«^rf?r’ The question arises-how 
could Sayana not make out his own mistake in 

the two prev ious passages ? He must have held the firm 

vir * ; VI. 5. a ; 39.3 ; 

VII. 1.6 ; VIII. 3.5.21 j X. 40.4. 

t See S. K. 3771 Sutra. 

t Pitjim VI. 1. rgS. 



opioion that there is hardly any difference between 
* t’ ^-J^d ’ or he must have mistaken one word 

for the other. But it is not likely that he would 
identify and i. In the passages occurring in the 

first and fourth Mandalas, though there are words like 
and they will not lead to absurdity if 

’ be translated or interpreted as ^ night and day/ 
They would mean ‘every day in the morning and in the 
evening* as some of the Westerm scholars have tried to point 
out in order to defend Sayana, I admit this situation but 
I hold that if the Vedic poets really intended that meaning 
for they would not have, in any case, used it, as 

we see it in VIL 15. 15 with its synonym thus 

giving rise to mere tautology. This single instance is quite 
sufficient to point out that the Vedic poets never intended 
that meaning for the word. 

Moreover, there are other reasons to show that 
^ ’ will never mean ‘day and night’ or vice versa. 

Firstly, Sayana’s statement that ‘vastar’ stands for ‘a day’ 
lacks support. We never come across such an independent 
word as ‘ ’ standing for ‘a day * in the whole of the 

^.gveda. Secondl}^ instead of we always meet with 

‘ which means ‘a day’ and which is used side by side 

with and someiimes independently also. The Nighantu 

tells us that the word for ‘ a day ’ is ‘ ’ and not ‘ 

Thirdly, we do not even find the two words and 
used in a compound though they stand side by side, because 
Padapatha separates them. We once meet with the 

sing, of i. e. in R. V. III. 49. 4, which is used 

with the genetive plural gq'f as gqf clearly indicating 

that the termination added to is a verbal one ( ) 

and is subjective ( ), and according to Panini II. 2. 15^ 
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the compound of the two words is impossible. In case of 
‘ tlTORE?rC ’ the word ‘ ’ being indeclinable, Panini’s 

rule is not violated. Besides, the Vedic words are not bound 
by Panini’s rules as the famous saying lays down — 

So the instance of gryf goes to 

confirm our statement that ‘ is formed from the root 

‘ vas ’ by the addition of g. 

The two words ‘ ’ and ‘ ’ are always used 

separately as we have pointed out above, often with, 
and sometimes without, the intervention of any word or 

words. Each of them is used independently also without 
bftin g accompanied by the other. Once the word ‘ ’ 

is found in plural as in R. V. I. 179. 1 ; there is found 
also the repetition ( ) of the word ‘ ’ as a 

compound of ‘ ’ and in E- V. X. 60. 103 but 

no such use is found of '. 

We may call here other commentators for the support 
of our statement. This very stanza of Rgveda I. 1. 7, 
occurs in Vsjasaneya Samhita III. 22, where Uvafa and 
MaWdhara, the well-known Commentators of that text, 
interpret the word as | tT^T- 

mf( 1 ctstif grersTsdt# 

t > i-®- '^be word f lEff^^gpC is a vocative; ‘do?a’ 

is a synonym of night ; and the root ‘ vas ’ is to dwell ; one 
who is habituated to dwell at night is ‘ dosavastar ’ and the 
same addressed, is Uvata, for the support of his 

statement, calls in sacerdotal quotation as f ^ ^STT” 

al ffer 

fflf • This legend shows that 

there is no necessity of conjecturing the meaning of ‘ shining ’ 
for the root ‘ vas where we can do very well with the usual 





meaning of ‘ dwelling. ’ Mahidhara also says the same thing 
by adding to it «|iT5nr 

Oldenberg has very well pointed out that the authors 
of Alvalayana Srauta Siltra and SaDlchayana Grhya Sfitra^ 
use this word clearly as a vocative. A^valayana, while 
addressiog Agoi, ■■ uses . this epithet ■ and ' ■ instructs how to ■ 
address him in the morning and in the evening., : He. says 

I mm mmmmt 

A. S. S. Ill 12*4 ; Oldenberg, in his comment on this 
word in S, B. E. XLVI, p. 4, admits that he takes the 
word as a vocative, but does not feel sure ^of his position. 
Let us quote the note here fully. *4 have translated ‘do^ava- 
star' as a vocative, which, as is rendered very probable by the 
accent, was also the opinion of the diaskeuests of the 
Samhita text. The author of the sacrificial formula which 
is given in A^vaL Srau. Ill . 12.4 and Sankh. Grh. V. 5.4 
evidently understood the word in the same way ; there 
Agni is invoked as ^Dosavasfar’ and as ‘Pratarvastar ’ as 
shining in the darkness of evening and as shining in the morn- 
ing. That this may indeed be the true meaning of the word 
is shown by ?.gveda III. 49.4, where Indra is called 
* Ksapam Vasta ' the illuminator of nights. (Ksapam is 
gen. plur ; not sing, as Bartholomae Bezzanbergeis Beitrage 
XV, 208. takes it.) The very frequent passagesy howeverj 
in which ease-forms of dosa stand in opposition to words meaning 
^dawn' or ^morning' — which words in most cases are derived 
from the root ‘ vas\ strongly favour the opinion of Gaediche 
( Der Accusativm. in Veda. 177, note 3 ) and K. F. 
Johansson (Bezzenbergen's Beitrage XIV. 163) who give to 
iosavastar the meaning Hn the darkness and in the morning,' 
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Ihii tramlation ver^ w$U tuiti all paiaageg in tehiok 

tk* word ocettro, Tf ihi$ opinion ie aeeepted, de0vaitar vory 
proh iUy ought to he written and accented at two independent 
teordt, dots vatCar. See M. Moller, Physical Religion, p. 173 etc. 

We have already shown the absurdity of his statement 
in the underlined passages as the accent would not allow 
us to do so; moreover in R.V. VII. 15. 15 there is clear 
repetition and the word ‘ vastar ’ is never used independently 
for ‘ a day 

Griffith translates this word ‘ dofSvastar ' as a dispeller 
of night. He does not seem to prefer this meaning of 
‘ shining ’ or his own meaning * dispeller of night ’ in the rest 
of the two passages. There he renders them by - eve and 
morning . So in VI 1. 1j. 15 he is obliged to translate 
the word by ‘day and night’. The word 

‘doja’ may mean * the eve ’ but the word j ’ does 

riot and ‘ * never means ‘the morning.’ Moreover 

the accent is to be ignored. Even then there is hardly any 
difference in meaning between ‘ morn and sve ’ and ‘ day 
and night to use both of which will meanl^pure tautology. 

Panini s Dhatupafha does not give "the. meaning 
‘ to shine ’ for ‘ vas.’. It gives only two meanings ‘ > 

and ‘ fW#; Macdonell in his Vedic 
Grammar for Students enlists this root meaning * to 
shine the forms of which are very similar to those of 
‘ As the Indian Scholars were never aware 

of this meaning they have always taken ‘ vas ’ as meaning 
‘ to wear ’ or ‘ to dwell as we have shown above. 


■A gOMPAEISOW OF THE CONTENTS OP THE RGVEDA-, YaJASANEYI 
TAITTIRIYA-, AND ATHARVAYEDA-(CATITRADHTAY.[K1) 

pratisakhyas. 

By Mangal Deva Shastbi. 
iConiinned from p. 114 of Vol. VO 
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In case of nasalization of r.-voweis, | 
the part following the r receive.-* 





Conibination of final n with 
initial r 
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r ' VI.-*-AN INDEX TO THE RAMAYANA. 

■ , , , (Continued from Vol. VI.) 

By Manmatha Nath Ray. 

GAVAYA — The Vanara chief who partook in the corona- 
tion ceremony of Sngrfva (IV. 26. 35). Lak§mana passed by his 
richly furnished house in Kiskindha (IV. 33.9). eF.IS?»!^f5JTO: 

Supplied Sugriva with 5 krors of Vanaras (IV. 39. 
23). Sugriva wanted to send him to the South in search of 
Sita (IV. 41.3). Having ran -sacked the Vindhyas, entered the 
Rksa cave along with Hanuman in search of water (IV. 50. 
i— 8). Appointed leader of the expeditionary force by Rsma 
(VI. 4. 15). (VI. 26. 44). Fought at 

the south gate under Angada (VI. 41. 39 — 40). Ran about 
here and there defending the army (VI. 42. 31). Attacked 
Ravaua with huge stones but disabled (VI. 59. 42 — 43). 
Wounded by Indrajit (VI, 73. 59). On the occasion of 
Rsma’s coronation fetched water from the Western seas 
(VI. 128.55). Created by the gods to help Rama (VII. 36.48). 

GAVAKSA— The Vsnara Chief who partook in the 
coronation ceremony of Sugriva (IV. 26. 35). Laksmaua 
passed by his richly furnished house in Kiskindha (IV. 33. 9). 
Lord of the Go-lafigulas. aftwctaiJr: In response to 
Sugriva’s call supplied lOOO krores of Vanaras (IV. 39. 19). 
Sugriva wanted to send him to the South in search of Sita 
(IV, 41. 3). Having ran sacked the Vindhyas, entered the 
Rk§a cave in search of water (IV. 50. 1 — 8). In 
reply to Afigada’s appeal told that he could jump 20 
Yojanas <IV. .65. 3). Appointed leader of the expeditionary 
force to the south by Rama (VI. 4. 15). The lord of the 

(VI. 27. 32— 3S). Fought 


“w" 
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»t the south gate under A^gada (VI. 41. 39—40). 
STRi^^S!! HSralsfs Stood beside Rama, with hi 

soldiers (VI. 42. 28). Ran about here and there defendini 
the army (VI. 42. 31). Wounded by Indrajit (VI. 46. 20) 
Carefully guarded the Vanara army (VI. 47. 2 — 4). Attacked 
RSvaua with a huge stone but disabled fVI. 59. 42 — 43). 
Guarded the gates carefully at the desire of Rama (VI, 61 . 
37). Attacked Kumbhakarija but was wounded (VI. 67. 
24 28). Wounded by Indrajit (VI. 73. 59). Wounded 
by Mabapar^va (VI, 98. 11). Created by the gods to help 
RSma (VII. 36. 48). Greeted and honored by RSma 


GALAVA— A great ^51 of the east who came to greet 
Rama on his return home (Vll. 1. 2)* Established peace 
between Ravaiia and Mandhata by acting as the mediator 
(VII. 23 (c). 55—56). 

GRAMAIiJI — A Gandharva Chief who dwelt in the 
sandal forests of the Rsabha Hills: 

(IV. 41. 42 — 43). t Married his daughter 

Devavati to Sukega. (VII. 5. 1—3). 

GIRIVRAJA (i)— A town founded by Vasu, the 
son of Kusa ; also called Vasumati after the name of the 
founder. Surrounded by the five hills through which flows 
the ^ona, also known as the SuniagadM (1. 32. 8-9). 

GIRIVRAJA (ii) — Vasistha’s messengers arrived at 
that town. [Probably the chief town of Kekaya] (11. 68.21-22). 

GUHA — The lord of the Nisadas whom Rama met at 
Srngaverapura during his exile. He accompanied the Princes 
as far as Citrakata (1. 1. 30). His meeting with Rama 
foresc‘en by Valmiki (L 3.14). 

also known as ^^grwfcTJ 
(IL 50. 33). Went to receive Rama on foot with his r^^Iatives 
and officers (II. 50. 34). Embraced Rama with suitable 
words and offered food etc. (II. 50. 36-39). Asked bis men 
to offer fodder and water to Rama’s horses (II. 50, 47). 
Talked away the whole night with Laksmana and Sumantra 
(II. 50. 50). Asked Laksmana to go to sleep and offered 
to watch Rama with his men (II. 51, 2-7). Shed tears 
when Laksmana recited his own and his brother’s sorrows 
(II. 51. 27), Lak?mana having communicated Rama’s 
desire to cross the Gaoga asked his men to get ready a boat 
(IL 52. 4-6). When the boat arrived he informed Rama 
about it and asked him to board it without delay (IL 52. 7-9). 
15 


'i 
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Requested by Rama fetched some milk of the banyan tree 
(II. 52 . 68 ). Asked his men to mind their business when 
Rama etc. had taken their seats on the boat (II. 52. 77). 
Talked with Sumantta for a long time after Rama had crossed 
the Gang! (II 57.1). Dismissed Sumantra (II.57.3). Ruled 
over Srsgaverapura etc. (11. 83. 20). Seeing the huge 
army of Bharata suspected his intentions towards Rama, 
so commanded his men to guard carefully the ford and 
advised his men to allow a safe passage to Bharata, 
only if his intentions were good (II. 84. 1-9). Approached 
Bharata with presents (II. 84, 10). Being admitted into 
the presence of Bharata offered to entertain his army 
for the night ( II. 84. 15-18). Offered to accompany 
to Rama s place hut questioned his intentions with 
regard to Rama (II. 85. 6-7). Praised Bharata for the 
nobihty of his heart (TI. 85. 11.13-. Consoled Bharata 
when he was overtaken with grief (II. 85. 22). Admired 
Laksmana's devotion to Rama and in support of his point 
related the fact that Lak?mana though requested by him 
did not go to sleep for Rama was. lying on a bed of straws 
and then related how they had departed for the forests under 
his very eyes (11. 86. 1-25). Pained to find Bharata lying 
unconscious (I I. 87. 4). In reply to Bbarata’s enquiries 
s owed him the bed where Rama lay and narrated the 
services of Laksmaria (11. 87. 14-24). Next morning saw 
Bharata and enquired if he had slept well (II. 89. 4-5). 
Directed by Bharata asked his kinsmen to collect boats in 
w ich the army might cross the river (II. 89. 8-9) 
Himself brought out a Svastika boat (11. , 89. 12)' 

Engaged by Bharata to locate the dwelling-place of 

firgV m^^F “ foot to see Rama 

18) Embraced by R§maand Lakjmaua (II. 99 41) 



(Vi. 125. 5). At the desire of Rima, Hanuman informed 
him of the safe arrival of his intimate friend (VI. 125. 22-24). 

The-— A class of demi-Gods attending 
on Kuvera. Played with Kuvera on the banks of the tank 
on the Kailasa hills (IV. 43. 23). Went into raptures when 
Rama killed Kumbhakarna (VI. 67. 172). Came to witness 
the duel between Ati-Kaya and Lakjmana (VI. 71. 65?. 
Accompanied Brahman to propitiate Vayu (Vil. 35. 64). 

GOKAR^^! A—Where Bhagtratha retired to practise 
austerities (I. 42. 12). Kesarl left the Malyavan for — (V. 35. 
80). Ravana and his brothers practised austerities there 

(VII. 9. 47).^ 

GODAVARI, The — Flowed by the Panca-Vati (III. 

13.18). tRisirffflcnr (iii. is. ii). crefiRcrr 

(III. 15. 12). ‘5r5K^%TT%f^r?rr, 

(III- 15. 13). Rama etc. in exile set up their abode 
in the proximity of~-(lII. 15. 11-13). Bathed there da ly 
(IH. 16, 2). ?iflsr^3t?ir The rapidity of her flow slowed 
down on the appearance of Ravana (III 46.7-8). 

(HI. 49. 31). (HI. 63.13). 

(III. 64. 3). After the abduction of Sfta, Rama inquired if 
she knew the whereabouts of Sita, but for fear of Ravaija 
held her peace (111.64.6-11). Sugrfva asked Angada 

to go there in search of Sita (IV. 41. 9). Rama’s car passed 
across — (VI, 123. 45-49). 

GOPA — A Lord of the Gandharvas who entertained 
Bharata with music at the hermitage of Bharadvaja (II. 91. 
46). ■ • 

GO-PRATARA — A holy spot in the SarayQ; whoever of 
Rsma’s followers and companions gave up his life there, 
pcocegded to heaven (VII. 110. 22-24). ; . - 
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GOMATl, The~crossed by the exiled Rama ; situated to 
the south of the Kosala territory. *Tt5cn, ^T*r- 

(II. 49. 10-1 1). Crossed by Bharata on his return 
journey from Kekaya at Vinata (II. 71. 16). Sanrocanaj the 
Vanara chief dwelt there formerly (VI. 26. 25). Hanuman 
crossed it (VI. 125. 26). On their way to the hermitage Sita 
and Laksmana spent a night on its bank (VII. 46. 19). 


GO-MUKH A — Son of Matali, and charioteer to Jayanta. 
Indrajit overwhelmed him with arrows (VII. 28. 10). 



GOLABHA — A Gandharva chief who carried on a 
15 years’ war without intermission, with Valin, till he died 
in the sixteenth year. JlTfmTls (IV. 22. 

27-29). 

GAUTAMA (i) — a sacrificial priest to Da^aratha (I. 7. 5). 
^CTST^cff ( II- 67,2 ). Attended the court on the morning 
following Ualaratha’s demise and advised Vasistha to appoint 
a king without delay ( II. 67. 6-8). Helped Vasi?tha in 
conducting the coronation ceremony of RSma ( VI. )2S. 60 ). 
Summoned by Rama entered his presence-chamber and 
was duly received ( VII. 74. 4-5 ). Witnessed the oath- 
taking ceremony of Sita in Rama’s court ( VII. 96.5 ). 

GAUTAMA (ii)— Practised austerities with his wife 
Ahalya in the outskirts of Mithila. rrfRflrr ( I. 48.I4-I6 ). 
Ahalya raped by Indra ( I. 48. 17-22 ). While 

leaving the cottage Indra came upon him ( 1.48.23 ). 

1 C I* 48 . 24 ). f'BrePTSr; Angry at finding Indra 
in disguise pronounced a curse on him ( 1, 48.26-27 ). 
Condemned his wife to pine for a thousand years till relieved 
by R5ma, when he promised to take her back ( 1. 48.29-32 ). 
Retired to the Himalayas to practise austerities. 


A. 
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48..33'). Indra rendered t&ongh 

his influence (1. 49.10). Honored Rama and restored Ahalya 
to favor ( 1. 49.21 ). Came from the north to greet Rama 
on his return home ( VIL 1. 5 ). At first Ahalya was 
deposited as a trust with him by Brahman and when his 
patience had been sufficiently tested, she was given in 
marriage. lodra having raped Ahalya, he cursed him and 
his wife and then predicted about her emancipation (VIL 
30.30-45). Lived near Vaijayantapura — the capital of Nimi 
( VIL 55.5-6 ). In the absence of Vasistha acted for him 
at Nimi’s sacrifice ( VIL 55.11 ). 

GHANA. — A Raksasa chief whose palace was visited 
by Haouman ( V. 6. 23 ). 

GHRTACI — The divine courtesan who as the wife 
of Kuiganabha gave birth to a hnndre<i daughters ( L 32.11 ). 
Her help prayed for by Bharadvaja in the matter of enter- 
taining the retinue of Bharata ( IL 91.17). Vi^v^mitra’s 
fancy for her for ten years referred to by Tara ( IV. 35.7 ). 

GHORA— A Raksasa chief whose house was burnt 
down by Hannman ( V. 54. 13 ). 

CAKRA — A Raksasa chief whose palace was visited by 
; Hanumao'lV.' 6. '''24.)^: ^ 

CAKRA VAN, The — A hill situated in the fourth 
part of the Western Sea. There rests a big wheel of a 
hundred spokes manufactured by Visvakarman. There 
Visnii captured the conch- shell and the wheel after killing 
the Daoavas, Pancajana and Hayagriva. Sugriva asked 
Snsena and others to ran. sack its caves and valleys in search 
of Stta (IV. 42. 27—29). 

CANPA— A Vanara chief who joined the expeditionary 
force against Ravaoa ; (VL 26. 27 — 28). 



CA1^PS.LA, The — Bluish in appearance, rude, wearing 
blue cloths, with dishevelled hair,', wearing garlands offered 
at the funeral pyre, besmeared in ashes and wearing orna* 
ments made of iron (I. 58. 10 — 11). 

CAlNlDODARl-^t^^rr The Rak§asf guard of Sita who 
threatened to devour her if she did not yield to the embraces 
of Ravana (V. 24. 38 — 41). 

CANDAN A FORESTS, The — The Vanara population 
thereof joined the expeditionary force of Rama under 
Sahrocana (VI. 26. 22). 


CANDRA, The — Hills in the Kslroda sea, on which 
grew medicinal herbs (VI. 50. 31). 

CANDRA — Born of the Ksiroda Sea 
(VII. 23. 22j. Stands 80,000 leagues above the Milky 
Way (grT^TO*f*rf). When assayed by Ravii.m, burnt him 
with his ‘burning-cold’ nys— (VII. 23 (d). 
15—18). ?jtcrrg: (Vii. 23 (d). 20), 

fesRTSr: (VII. 23 (d). 23). 'Won the 

bisb position by celebrating the Rjaasuya Sacrifice. 

(VII. 83. 7). 


CANDRAKANTA— A 
102. 5). In the Malla Bhu 
(VII. 102. 9). 


town, (Vll, 

f^^sdiTcir ?j«ir 


CANDRA-KRTU 
(VII, 102. 2), 
(VII. 102. 9). 


■Son of Laksma3.ia, 


^mf^sSTRSf: 
Made king of the Malla-Bhumi 


CANDRA-CITRA; 
sent Sujepa etc. -there in . 


—A country in the West. Sugrlva 
■search of SttS (IV. 42. 6) , 




c 


GA'IiAI^AS, The—In' accordance with the desire of 
Brahman, produced Vanara children who would render 
ifessistance to Rima. (h 17. 9; 23) Ruled over 

by Indra (L 45. 45). Lived on the heights of the Himalayas 
(L 48. 33). Requested by Indra to get his testicles restored 
(L 49. 1-4). Dwelt in the hermitage of Vasi^tha (L51.23). 
Appeased the wrath of Siva and Vi^nu (L 75. 1849). 
Witnessed the duel between Rama and Parasu-Rama (L 76. 
10). Prayed for the success of Rama when he fought with 
Khara (III. 23. 27-29). Came to see the fight (III. 24. 19). 
Praised Rama profusely and indicated their joy on the 
destruction of Khara (III. 30. 29-33) Ravana passed through 
groves frequented by them (III. 35. 15). They talked over 
the abduction of Sfta amonefst themselves (II 1.54 10). Lived 
on the banks of the Sona (IV.40.33). Haunted the Sudar^ana 
Lake for the sake of pleasure (TV. 40. 41)- Haunted 
the Mahendra Hills (IV. 41.22). Haunted the Puspitaka 
Hills (IV. 41. 28). Deni 2 ?ens of the aerial regions (V. 1. 1). 
Saw Hanuman disappearing for a moment in the jaws of 
Siriihika (V. 1. 184). Were surprised to find Lanka being 
reduced to ashes by Hanuman and were still more surprised 
when they found that Sita had escaped unscathed (V. 55* 
25-32). Paid compliments to Rama when his army crossed 
the sea (VI. 22. 84-85). Prayed for the welfare of the 
universe while Indrajit fought with Laksmana (VI. 89. 38). 
Became deeply concerned when Ravana overpowered Rama 
(VL 102. 30?. Went into raptures on the death of Ravaua 
(VL 108. 30). Denizens of the tiiird atm* spheric region 
(VII. 23 (d). 5). Greeted Arjuni on the defeat of Ravana 
(VIL 32. 65). 

GITRAKUTA, The — Being advised by Bharadvaja^ 
Kama with his brother and wife set up his abode there 
(L 1. 31). During' his stay there Daj^aratha died of grief 





(L 1, 32-3 3) » Bharata went to him . and pressed' him hard 
to return home. But 'Rama:;; ref 

of being disturbed by the citizens, Rama moved on thence 
to the Dandaka forests (L 1. 40). Rama’s visit foreseen by 
Valmtki (I. 3. 15). , Ten Krosas from Prayaga. 

'^firar; »T5gHi^i3%5(7{ (II. 54. 28-29). So lon^ 
looks at its peaks, he thinks of doing noble deeds and his 
mind is not overtaken by folly (II. 54. 30). Wherefrom 
numerous IJsis with shrivelled-up heads have proceeded to the 
heaven after practising austerities for a hundred years (II. 54. 
31). (II. 54- 38). stRR^ m^ T^c r t fer^r- 

(II. 54. 39). ir?jsr!Ti^Tf*R?r: 

(It 54 . 40). ^sqf} Infested with 

elephants and the deer (II. 54. 41-42). Crowded with 
streams, water-falls, caves, fissures and rivulets; resounding 
with the cooing of the Kokilas and the lapwings, and haunted 
by parties of elephants and herds of deer (II. 54. 42-43). 
its scenic beauty described (II. 56. 6-11; 13-15). Rama 
etc. reached there (II. 56. 12). The pleasant sight of which 
effaced the memory of separation from Ayodhya (II. 56. 35). 
Three yojanas and a half from Bbaradvaja’s hermitage 
(II. 92. 10). Described by Rharata (11.93. 
7-19). Bhara'a reached there (II, 99. 14). Before taking 
his departure Bharata walked round it (II. 113. 3). The 
Rsis who lived there were oppressed by the Raksasas 
(III. 6 17). 

*frfTT5^<T5*Tf5al (V. 38. 13-14). Rama’s car passed across— 
(VI. 123. 49-50). 


d' CITRA-RATHA — an old counsellor and charioteer of 
Rama. On the eve of his exile, Rama instructed 
Laksmapa to make valuable presents to him (II. 32. 17-18), 
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COLIN— Practised the 
Brahma austerities ( L 33. 11 ). Tended by the Gandharvi 
Somada (I. 33. 12). Pleased with her devotion asked her 
the way in which he might recompense her ( I. 33. 13-14 ). 
5?^ J ; ( I. 33. 15 ). In fulfilment of her desire 

( I. 33. 15-17 ) granted her a mind-born son, Brahmadatta 
by name. I’grfsr: (-1. 33. 18. ). 

CAITRA-RATHA (i) — A forest crossed by Bharata on 
his way back from Kekaya ( II. 71. 4). 

CAITRA-RATHA (ii) — The gardens of Kuvera in the 
land of the Uttara Kurus ( II. 91. 19 ). The garlands which 
could be seen only there appeared in Prayaga by the might 
of Bharadvaja ( II. 91. 48 ). Destroyed by Ravana ( III. 32. 
15-16). Where reigns the Spring season throughout the 
year (III. 73. 8). 

COLA — A country in the South. Sugrtva asked 
Angada to go there in search of Sita ( IV. 41. 12). 

CYAVANA— A great R§i who practised austerities on 
the Himalaya, A scion of the family of Bhrgu ( I. 70. 31- 
32 ). In reply to the queen Kalindi’s prayer ( I. 70. 29-33 ) 
predicted that she would give birth to a son “ with poison ” 
(I. 70. 34-35 ). (I. 70.32). ^Si: 

( I. 70. 34). Led a deputation of Rsis to Rama ( VII. 60, 4 ). 
In reply to Satrughna’s query ( VII. 67. 1-2), described 
how Lavana destroyed Mandhata of the Ik§vaku line, then 
advised him to kill him at a time when he would come out 
leaving his arms behind ( VII. 67. 3-26 ). A descendant of 
Bhrgu; consulted by Budha with regard to Ha ( VII. yO. 5 ). 
Witnessed the oath-taking ceremony of Stta in Rama’s Court 
(VII. 96. 4). 

CHAYA-GRAHA — A RaksasL Hanuman’s visit to 
her fore-seen by Valmlki ( I, 3, 28 ). 
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JATAPURA— A town in the West. Sugriva sent 
Susena etc. there in search of Sita ( IV. 42. 13). 

JATAYCT-A vulture of the Pancavatl forest killed by 
Kavapa (I. 1. 53). The carcase burnt by Rama (I. 1. 54). His 
death foreseen by Valmiki ( I. 3. 21 ) On his way to Pancavatf 
Ravaria met him. ( HI. 14. 1 ). In 

reply to Rama’s enquiries ( III. 14. 2) introduced himself as 
his father’s friend ( III. 14. 3 ). As such honoured by Rama 
who further asked him to trace his descent and his name 
( III. 14. 4 ), Did so accordingly and incidentally narrated 
the history of the creation (III. 14. 5-32). Son of Aruija and 
Syen} and brother of Sampati (III. 14. 33). Offered to look 
after Slta during the absence of Rama and Laksmaija (III. 
14.34). Embraced by Rama closely (III, 14.35). 
Appointed protector of SIta, as such accompanied Rama into 
the Panca-vati ( HI. 14. 36). Seen by Stta while she was 
being abducted by Ravaua and charged to give that piece 
of information to Rama and Laksmana ( III. 49.36-40 ). 
Roused from sleep by the cries of SJta, saw her being abducted 
by Ravaija ( HI. 50.1 ). 

(III. 50.2). Advised Ravaija not to molest 
the innocent Rama and then challenged him to fight a duel 
(III. 50.3-28 ). (III. 50,3). 

( III, 50.4 ). Born 60,000 years ago, 
since then he had been ruling over his ancestral 
dominions ( III. 50.20 ). Fought a hard-contested battle 
with Ravaija in the aerial regions in the course of which 
scratched his body mercilessly, broke two bows and his chariot; 
killed the horses and the charioteer, and unseated Ravaija from' 
his car. Praised by all creatures for his bravery. Wounded 
Ravaria with his bills and talons, lopped off his set of left 
arms. At last his wings and talons were cut off by Ravaija 
and he dropped down mortally wounded ( III. 51,1-43 ). 



{ in. 51.13.). ( III. 51.15). ^JTT^: 

(III. 51.18). (in. 51.33). sfiaq^giisrTggr: 

(III. 51.35). ( in. 51.38 ). ( HI. 51. 

41 ). ( m. 5i. 

45 )• His loss mourned by Sfta ( IIL 51,46). Finding Rama 
mshiog at Mm with his bow and arrow drawn ready for use, 
informed him of the abduction of Stta by Havana, the story 
of his resistance and the mortal wounds inflicted by the 
enemy (IIL 67,13-20). Embraced by Rama ( IIL 67.21), 
In reply to Rama’s anxious enquiries (IIL 68.1-7 ) told that 
Ravana had taken her towards the south by the aerial route, 
foretold that Rama would recover Sita in no time by destroy- 
ing the might of Ravana. So saying died vomitting blood 
mixed with flesh ( IIL 68.8-17 ). His death mourned by 
Rama and Laksmana who duly performed his last rites (IIL 
68.18-38). His whole-hearted devotion to the cause of 
Rama highly praised by Angada in the presence of Sampati 
( IV. 56. 9-14). (IV. 56.12). 

(IV. 56.21 ). His death at the hands of Ravana described 
by Angada ( IV. 57. 9-11 ). Accompanied by his brother, 
Sampati, vanquished Indra, but was overcome by Surya 
(IV. 58. 4-6). (IV. 60. 19). Dropped down 

senseless in Janasthana (IV. 61. 16). Remembered gratefully 
by Slta (V. 26. 16-17). 

JATl — A great Naga chief vanquished by Ravana 
(VI. 7. 9). 

JAN AKA I — Son of Mithi and founder of the royal line 
of the Janakas. His son was Udavasu (I. 71. 4). 

JANAKA II — Raja of Mithila. fTlWTO 

(I. 13. 21). His future relation with Dasaratha predicted 
by Vasijtha. Sumantra deputed to fetch him to Ayodhya 
to witness the performance of the A^varaedha (I. 13. 22). 


(' m : y 

Celebrated a sacrifice which was attended by 
ViSvaraitra, Rama and Laksmana (1. 31. 6), In possession 
of a wonderful jewel of bows (I, 31. 7). JlficflT (I. 31. 11). 
Ruled over Mithila (I. 48. 10). Received Vilvamitra etc. 
warmly, accompanied by due forms (I. 50. 6-8). Offered 
them seats and then asked the Rsi to wait till the Devas 
appeared to claim their due shares (I. 50. 12-16). Enquired 
about Rama and Lak§maija (I. 50. 17-21). Visvamitra 
after relating their adventures told him that they had come 
to examine the Great Bow (I. 50. 22-25). Having eulogised 
Visvamitra took leave of him to attend the sacrificial session 
(I. 65. 31-39) IlgJ (I. 65. 39). Next morning 

received Visvamitra and the Princes in audience. 

(I. 66. 1-3). {!• 66. 41. On being requested by 

Visvamitra to show the bow to the Princes (I. 66. 4-6) 
related the history of the bow and concluded by promising 
to marry Stta to Kama if he could bend the bow (I. 66. 7-26). 
At the request of Vii5vamitra, asked his men to bring the 
bow — garlanded and besmeared in scents (I. 67. 1-2). When 
the bow was brought in (I. 67. 3-5) in glowing terms 
described its potency, how it had baffled the attempts of 
the Devas and the Asuras, what to speak of men ; then asked 
Visvamitra to show it to the Princes (I. 67. 7-11). The 
noise produced by the cracking bow did not overpower hfm 
(I. 67. 19). Congratulated Rama on his success 

and requested permission to send his men to Ayodhya to 
bring Daiaratha over to Mithila (I. 67. 20-26). With the 
consent of Visvamitra, did so (I. 67. 27). Learning that 
DaSaratha had reached Videha, made arrangements for 
receiving him formally. (1. 69. 7). Received him 

warmly and proposed to celebrate the marriage next morning 
(I. 69. 8-13). Performed the rites and ceremonies connected 
with marriage at night. (I. 69. 18); Next morning 



sent for his brother Kufadhvaja from Sankalya (1. 70. 1-4). 
On his arrival the two brothers seated themselves on the 
thrones and sent for Da^aratha and the Princes (L 70. 9-12). 

(I- 70- 9). (i- 70. lO). #c: (i. 70. ii). 

■n3. 

On hearing out Vasistha who recited the genealogical table 
of the Iksvakus (I. 70. 14-45) traced his own descent from 
Nimi and described, how he annexed Sanka4ya and gave it 
away to his brother (1. 71. 1-19). Promised to give Sita 
in marriage to Rama and his second daughter, tJrmila, to 
Lakjmana (1. 71. 20-22). Requested D&saratha to perform 
the rites and ceremonies preceding the marriage ceremony 
which was to take place on the third day (I. 71. 23-24). 
At the request of Vasistha and Visvamitra consented to 
give the two daughters of Kuladhvaja in marriage to Bharata 
and Satrughna (I. 72. 11-12). Honored the two Rsis 
(I. 72. 15). (1. 72. 18). Vasistha having 

sought for permission to introduce the groom’s party, gladly 
gave it and said that he too was ready with the girls (1.73.10- 
16.) (I. 73. 13). Requested Vasi?tha 

to conduct the ceremony (I. 73. 18-19).. When the fire 
was lit up and the offerings were made by Vasi?tha, he 
placed Stta in front of the fire facing Rama, then he formally 
requested Rama to accept his daughter Slta as his life-long 
companion. So saying he sprinkled the holy water on them 
(I. 73. 24-28). Asked Lakjmaiia to put his hands in those 
of Urmila (I, 73. 30-31) ; Bharata in those of Man^avi 
(1. 73, 31-32); Satrughna in those of Srutakirti (1.73.32- 
33). Gave suitable presents to his daughters while they 
were leaving for Ayodiiya (1. 74. 3-7). Not invited by 
DaSaratha while the latter intended to appoint Rama as the 
Crown-Prince (II. 1. 48). Presented with a few weapons 
on the occasion of a sacrifice by Varuna, which he passed 
on to Rama at the time of latter’s marriage (II. 31. 29-30). 


Remembered by KausalyS on the death of Dasaratha (II. 
66. 7; 11). fRITJ (11. 66. 11). Sita introduced 

herself as the daughter of— • (HI. 47. 3). Rama 

guessed the grief of Janaka when he would learn the fate 
of his daughter (111.62.12-14). Remembered by Rama 
while mo'urning the loss of Sita (IV. 1. 106). The jewel 
given him by Indra, was transferred to . Stta at time of her 
marriage (V. 66. 4-5). Dismissed by Rama with due 
honour (VII. 38. 2-7). 

JANAMEJAYA — The blind old facher prayed that his 
son who had been killed by Dasaratha might go to the abode 
where Janamejaya dwelt (11. 64. 42). 

JANASTHANA — Surpanakha was an inhabitant of that 
place (I. 1. 46). Had a colony of 14000 Raksasas who were 
killed by Rama (I. 1, 47— 48). For fear of the Raksasas the 
ascetic-colony moved from— (11. 116. 11—25). Inhabited 
by Khara and other Raksasas (III. 18. 25). The news of the 
massacre of the Raksasas communicated to Ravana by 
Akampana (III. 31. 1 — 2). The same fact communicated to 
Marlca by Ravana (III. 31 40). Having Killed Marica Rama 
hastened towards— (III, 44. 27). Charged by Sita to carry the 
news of her abduction to Rama (III. 49. 30). 

fTRTf (III. 67. 5 — 6). Rama’s aerial car 

passed across — (VI. 123. 42 — 45). Modern name of the 
Dap^aka (VII. 81. 20). 

JAMADAGNI — Son of B-cika and father of Parasii-Rama. 
Received the great Vaisi.iava Bow from his father. Killed by 
Raja Kartavirya Arjuna when he had laid aside his weapons. 

(1. 75.22— 24). Game from 

the north to greet Rama on his return home (VIL 1. 6). 

JAMBU-MALI — A Raksasa chief whose palace was 
visited by Hanuman (V. 6. 21.) At the desire of Ravaga 
(V • 42. 44) - fought a duel with Haaumaa and was killed 
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(V. 44. 1—18)* Son of Prahasta. WfKf : 

(V. 44. 1). fllR 

(V. 44.'. 2), (V* 44.6). 

flfRfli' (V. 44. 13). . (V. 44. 18). Hanuman set 

fire to his house (V. 54. 11). Fought a duel with Hanuman 
(VL 43. 7). Wounded Hanuman on the breast (VI. 43.21). 

JAMBtJDVlPA — Surrounded by hills, dug open by 
Sagara’s sons (L 39. 22). Lies to the north of Saumanas Mt. 
(IV. 40. 59). 

JAMBU-PRASTHA— A village where Bharata on his 
way back from Kekaya, broke his journey (II. 71. 11). 

JAMBHA— A Vanara chief who hurried on the invading 
army to the South during its march to Lafika (VL 4. 36). 

JAYANTA (i) — A counsellor of Dasaratha (1. 7. 3). Went 
out to receive Rama on his return (VL 127, 11). 

JAYANTA (ii) — A messenger sent by Vasistha on the 
death of Dasaratha to bring back Bharata to Ayodhya (11.68. 5). 
Reached Raja-grha { II. 70.1 ). Well-received by the Raja 
and the prince, approached Bharata, delivered Vasistha’s 
message and handed over the presents to him ( IL 70.2-5 ). 
Replied to Bharata’s enquiries and requested him to make 
haste ( IL 70.1M2). 

JAYANTA (iii) — Son of Indra and Saci. t | 

Fought a duel with Megha-nada, at the head of the divine 
army. At last abducted by his maternal grandfather, 
Poloma ( VIL 28.6-20 ). 

JAYA — A daughter of Daksa, Gave birth to hundreds 
of weapons ( 1. 21.15 ). Having been granted a boon she 
produced fifty invisible weapons as sons for the destruction 
of the Asuras ( L 21.16 ). 

JALODA SEA, The — One found oneself there after 
crossing the K^iroda ocean. 1 In the waters 


of which Brahman placed the ocean-fire arising out of the 
wrath of Aurva Where one hears the continuous 

sound of lamentation raised by the v;ater animals for fear of 
being burnt to death ( IV. 40.47-49 ). Sweet-watered 
( IV. 40.50 ). Sugriva asked Vinata to go there in search 
of Sita ( IV. 40.16 ). 

JAVA — Father of Viradha the Raksasa ( III. 3-5 ). 

JAHNU— A B-si whose sacrificial area was overflooded 
by Ganga. Being angry he drank oif the. water. Appeased 
by the Devas etc. who conceded that Ganga was his daughter. 
Released her by way of the ears ( L 43.25-38 ). 

JATA-RUPA-SiLAj The — Hills situated to the north 
of the Jaloda Seas. 13 Yojanas in length. I 

There dwelt the moon-white snake which supported the Earth, 
Sugriva asked Vinata to go there in quest of Sita 
( IV. 40. 50-51 }. 

JABALI — A sacrificing priest of Dasaratha ( L 7.5 ). 
Came to Ayodhya when sent for by the king for performing 
the Asvamedha ( I. 8.6 ). On the way to Mithila the 
coveyance carrying him preceded that of Dasaratha ( L 
69.5-6 ). On the morning following the death of Dasaratha 
attended the court and advised Vasistha to appoint a king 
without delay ( IL 67.5-8 ). : (IL 108.1), In 

support of Bharata tried to persuade Rama to return to 
Ayodhya by preaching his Epicurian views. In short, he wanted 
Rama to believe that he owed no duties to his father 
who was dead and gone and that in pursuit of visionary 
ideals, he ought not to resign things which were sure 
to come (11. 108. 2-18). 

[Jabali did not believe in the efficacy of graddhas, 
Sacrifices, asceticism, gifts and worshipping the gods (IL 108. 
14-16)]. Seeing that Rama had taken his argument in an 



unfavourable light, excused himself by saying that he was 
not an atheist, but did reason in that way simply to persuade 
him to return to Ayodhya (II. 109. 37-39). Returned to 
Ayodhya with Bharata. ff:5rcrt (H- 113. 2). Helped 

Vasistha in conducting the coronation ceremony of Rama 
(VI. 128. 60). Summoned by Rama entered his presence- 
chamber and was duly received (VIL 74. 4-5). Consulted 
by Rama on the eve of his Asvamedha sacrifice (VII. 91. 2 ). 
Witnessed the oath-taking ceremony of SUa at Rama’s court 
(VII. 96. 2). 

JAMBAVaN— -A bear created by Brahma from his 
yawn ( I. 17. 7 ). Partook in the coronation ceremony of 
Sugriva ( IV. 26. 35 ). Lak§mana passed by his richly 
decorated house at Ki§kindha (IV. 33. 11). 

JTfT^SIT: Supplied 10 Krores of soldiers to Sugriva (IV. 39. 
26-27). Sugriva wanted to send him to the south in search 
of Sita, Jifr5IT5 ( IV. ,41. 2). Having ran-sacked the Vindhyas 
entered the Rksa cave in search of water ( IV. 50. 1-8 ). 
The words of Sampati put him in high glee and anxiously 
enquired if any body had seen Sita being abducted by RSvana 
(IV. 59. 1-4 ). The oldest of all the Vaoara chiefs. In reply 
to Angada’s appeal told that even at that advanced age he 
could easily jump across 90 yojanas ( IV. 65. 10-17 ). In 
reply to Angada’s offer (IV. 65. 18-19) persuaded him that he 
should give his servants the first chance ( IV. 65. 20-27 ). 

( IV. 65. 20 ) ( IV. 65. 28 ). In reply 

to Angada’s protest ( IV. 65, 28-32 ) suggested the name of 
Hanuman who alone could carry out the task ( IV. 65. 33- 
35 ). Describing the early life of Hanuman and his marvel- 
lous adventures, appealed to him to gird up his loins for 
jumping across the sea — since he had become old and cripple 
( IV. 66. 1-37 ). Went round the earth 21 times at the time 
of Vamana Avatara and threw heaps of medicines into the sea 
17 
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by churning which, the Amrta was produced ( IV. 66 . 32-33). 
Finding Hanuman ready to take a leap across the sea extend- 
ed a hearty send-ofi and promised to do "penance standing on 
one leg till he returned safely (IV. 67. 30-35). On hearing the 
loud roars of Hanuman on his return journey (V. 57. 14-18) 
told the Vanaras about his success (V. 57. 22-23). 

( V. 57. 22). Asked Hanuman to describe to them in detail 
everything that happened since he left them ( V. 58. 3—6). 

( V. 60. 14). In reply to Angada’s proposal { V. 60. 
1-13) said that they should carry out the orders of Rama 
and Sugriva to the very letter, so proposed that they should 
return without delay with this piece of news (V. 60. 14-20). 
Placed in charge of the flank of the invading army by 
Rama (VI. 4. 20). Did as directed (VI. 4. 34). SDinirf^ 
(VI. 17. 45). In reply to Rama’s request (VI. 17. 
31-33) thought they had reasons to suspect the motives of 
Bibhl?ana (VI. 17. 45— 46 ). Placed in charge of the flank 
of the army ( VI. 24. 17 ). Younger brother of Jambavan, 
mightier than his brother ( VI. 27. 10. ) stjgTfcT: 

(VI. 27. 11). Helped Indra during his 
wars with the Asuras ( VI. 27.12). Son of Gadgada 
(VI. 30. 20). Was to lead the attack against the 
central fortress along with Bibhisaiia (VI. 37. 32). 
Fought near the central stronghold with his army ( VI. 
41 , 44-45). Wounded by Indrajit (VI. 46. 19). Carefully 
guarded the Vanara army ( VI. 47.2-4 ). At the desire of 
Sugrfva ( VI. 50. 8 — 10 ) re-assembled the disorganised 
Vanara army ( VI. 50. II). Killed Mahanada ( VI. 58- 22 ). 
Wounded by Indrajit ( VI. 73. 45 ). 

Covered with arrows, appeared like extinguishing fire ( VI. 74 . 
14 ). In reply to Bibhisana’s query ( VI. 74. 15 ) haltingly said 
that he could recognise him by his voice as he had lost his 
eyes; further enquired if Hanuman till then lived (VI. 74. 
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16-18). In reply to Bibh5?ana’s query (VI, 74. 19-20) said 
that he cared much for the life of Hanuman because every 
wrong would be set right if he lived (VI. 74 21-23 ). When 
Hanuman came ( VI. 74. 24 ) directed him to go to the 
Osadhi Parvata and requested him to fetch four medicines 
that wonld revive the Vanaras (VI. 74. 26 — 34). At the 
I desire of Rama ( VI. 76. 56-57 ) ran to the assistance of 

Angada ( VI. 76. 60 ). In obedience to Rama’s order (VI. 
83. 1-3) proceeded to the battle-field with his R.k?as to 
render assistance to Hanuman (VI. 83. 4). But stopped on 
the way by Hanuman, he returned (VI. 83. 5-6). In 
response to Bibhisana’s appeal ( VI. 89. 7-19 ) fought with 
his Rksas against the followers of Indrajit ( VI. 89. 20-24). 
His joy knew no bounds when Laksmana recovered ( VI. 91. 
28). Crushed to death the horses and demolished the 
chariot of Maha-Par^va (VI. 98. 8-9). Overpowered by 
Maha-ParSva with arrow shots ( VI. 98. 11-12 ). On the 
occasion of Rama’s coronation fetched the water of 500 
rivers ( VI. 128. 52-53) Returned home after being duly 
honoured with the bestowal of gifts (VI. 128. 85-86). 
Greeted and honoured by Rama (VII. 39. 21). Asked by 
Rama to stay on in the world. sr§ig;?r: ( VII. 108. 33 ). 

JYOTIR.MUKH.4— A Vanara chief, son of Sarya, 
who joined the expeditionary force (VI. 30. 32). Attacked 
Ravana with a huge stone but disabled (VI. 59. 42-^43). 
Wounded by Indrajit (VI. 73. 60). 

TAK§A — Son of Bharata, (VII. 100. 16). 

Consecrated by Rama (VII. 100. 19). Accompanied the 
invading army to Kekaya (VII. 100. 20). 


TAK§AKA — Defeated by Ravana and his wife captured 
by force (III. 32. 14) ; (VI. 7. 9). 
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TAKSaSILA— A town in Gandhara founded by Bharata. 
Described (VII. 101. 10—15). 

TAPANA — A Rak§asa chief who fought a duel with 
Gaja (VI. 43. 9). 

TAMASA, The — a river not far from the Gafiga, where 
Valmiki used to take his bath (I. 2. 3—4). Its clear water and 
unstained bank praised (I. 2. 5). Rama arrived at its bank 
on the evening of the day of his exile (II. 45. 32). Crossed it 
the next morning. sdtSTirTfTT StniiSIt^crf (II. 46. 21). 

TARASA — A Vanara chief who fought under Hanuman at 
the Western gate (VI. 41. 40 — 41). 

TATAKA — Possessed the strength 

of a hundred elephants, wife of Sunda. Mother of the 
Rakjasa— Marica (I. 24. 25—27). Devastated the countries 
Maladas and Karu§as (1. 24. 29). Stood obstructing the 
path. Rama asked to kill her. (I. 24. 30). 

Daughter of Suketu, the Yak§a chief ; came to possess 

the strength of a thousand elephants by the grace 
of Brahman. On her attaining youth and beauty, married to 
Sunda. | Soon after she became the mother of 

Manca. Sunda being struck dead, with her son rushed at 
Agastya. Changed into a Raksas! by the great sage. Thus, 
out of spite she devastated the region colonised by Agastya 
{%^crr, 

{I. 25. 6-16). ^ 

*T (I. 25. 19). On hearing the twang made by Rama 

with his bow-string, got angry and then ran in the direction 
from which the sound came (L 26. 7 — 8). 

(I. 26. 10-11). On hearing the conversation that 
Rama had with Laksmana regarding her (I. 26. 9— 12) she 
made a rush at the Princes miking a loud noise and whit 


uplifted arms. Then enveloped them in a cloud of dust 
and hurled stones at them (I. 26. 13 — 16). Rama stayed 
her stones and lopped off her arms, while Laksmana out off 
her nose and ears. Assumed various forms and 

at last vanished. Roamed about hurling stones at them. 

^lirl^fT^rfttlftaCaptured in a net- work of arrows. 
Rushed at the brothers with the speed of lightning. Struck 
dead with an arrow that pierced her heart. 

(I. 26. 7—26). 

TAMRA-PARIjJI, The — A river in the extreme South, 
srrfisr, HiSRft i Sugrlva asked Angada to cross it after 
propitiating Agastya, in search of Stta (IV. 41. 17). Falls 
into the sea. (fV. 41. 

17—18). 

TAMRA — Daughter of Daksa and wife of Ka^yapa 
(III. 14. 10 — 12). Did not mind the proffered boon of her 
husband (III. 14. 12 — 13). Gave birth to five daughters — 
Kraunci, Bbast Syeni, Dhrta>ra?trl and SuM (III. 14. 17 — 18). 

TARA — A Vanara chiefs son of Brhaspati (L 17. 11). 
Accompanied Sugriva to Ki§kindha (IV. 13, 4). At the 
request of Laksmana hastened with a beautiful palanquin in 
which the corpse of Valin was carried to the riverside 
(IV. 25. 20—26). Laksmana passed by his richly decorated 
mansion in Kiskindha (IV. 33. 11). Joined Sugriva with 
five krors of Vanaras (IV. 39, 30 — 31). Went to 

the South in search of Sxta (IV. 45. 6 ). Accompanied Angada 
and Hanuman to the south (IV. 48. 1), Searched in vain 
the waterless and treeless tracts of the Vindhyas (IV. 48. 
2 — 23). Having ransacked the Vindhyas entered the 
cave in search of water (IV. 50. 1 — 8). Coming out of the 
IJksa cave approved of Ahgada’s proposal of never returning 
home and proposed to take refuge in 'Maya’s cave once more 
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(IV. 53. 25 - 26 ). (IV. 54 . 1). In reply I 

to^Ravana’s enquiry (VII. 34. 1-3) replied that his match, I 

Valm had gone to office the morning prayars to the four | 

seas and that if he was impatient to meet his antagonist then | 

he might repair to the western sea (Vil. 34. 4 lO). Created ■ 

by the gods to help Rama (VII. 36. 47). 

TARA Wife of Valin — he took leave of her (I. 1. J 
69). Her grief foreseen by Valmlki ( 1. 3. 24 ). Valin 
before going out^ to fight Dundubhi sent her away 
(IV. 11. 37). While Valin was going out to meet Sugriva 

in a duel, advised him not to fight with him as he had 
secured the alliance of Rama and Laksmana, but to conciliate 

him by appointing him the Yuvaraja (IV. 15.6 30). 

arraf^trf^MiTr (IV. le. l). Valin having sworn to spare 
his brother’s life (IV. 16. i-10) she retired after embracing 
him and performing the SvaUyayana ceremony (IV. 16. 
11-12). 6[%qjr (IV. 16. II). i 

(IV. 16. 12). (IV. 17. 41 ^ (IV. 18. 55). 

Dropped down from an eminence on hearing the news of the 
assassination of Valin (IV. 19. 3-4). Tried to stop the 
Vanaras who were leaving town out of fright, (IV. 19. 

6-9). (IV. 19. 11). (iv! 19. 15)! 

(IV. 19. 17). On hearing the nervous answer 
returned by the Vanaras, out of despair went to her dying 
husband weeping bitterly (IV. 19. 17— 21). Cutting Rama 
and Sugriva ran towards Valin and on seeing him fell flat on 
the ground and began to weep (IV. 19. 23—27). 

(IV. 20. 2). Mourned the loss of her husband along with 
her co-wives (IV. 20. 1-25). (IV. 20. 26). 

Took to fasting out of grief (IV. 20. 26). Refused to leave 
the side of her dying husband (IV. 21, 12—15), when 
consoled by Hanuman (IV. 21. 1-11). (jy. 21. 5). 

I 



^rfsifS^rTT (IV. 21, 8). I 

5^?qTf^ =ar »Tft^rfS5Tr (IV. 22. 13). On the 

death of Valin fell frantically on the corpse (IV, 22. 31), 
Then smelling his face fondly, ^ bitterly regretted her 
widowhood and the helpless condition of her only child 
(IV, 23, 1-17). When Nila had extracted the deadly barb 
from Valin s hesrt (IV. 23. 17 — 19) bathed the wound with 
tears, then asked Angada to take leave of his father and in 
touching words mourned his loss (IV, 23. 20-30), 

(IV. 23. 1). Rama saw her lying in the battle-field 
embracing the corpse of Valin, surrounded by the ministers 
who were trying to separate her (IV. 24. 25-26). 

(IV. 24. 26). (fV. 24, 28). While 

being removed recognised Rama and rushing towards him 
frantically prayed that she too, might be put to death like 
Valin. And then assured him that by so doing he would not 
commit a fresh sin as she was part and parcel of Valin’s soul 
(IV. 24. 27-41). sn«lf (IV. 24. 29). (IV. 24. 30). 

Held her peace when consoled by Rama 
(IV. 24. 44). Followed the funeral procession of Valin 
weeping bitterly (IV. 25. 35 — 36). Mourned the death of 
her husband when the bier was placed on the river bank 
till separated by other Vanaris (IV. 25. 39 — 48). Offered 
water in memory of Valin (IV. 25. 5 1 — 53). Appropriated 
by Sugrlva on the death of Valin (IV. 29. 4). Saluted by 
Angada (IV. 31. 37). At the desire of Sugriva went out to 
meet Laksmana. !g^;, 5r^%crr, ir3[- 

frfjr?ri*T!rft: (iv. 33. 

31 — 38) In her drunken state enquired about the cause 
of Laksmana’s wrath (IV. 33. 40 — 41). (iV. 33. 

49). In reply to Laksmana’s charges against Sugriva 
(IV. 33. 43 — 49) made excuses on his behalf and assured 
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him that steps had already been taken to muster the Vanaras 
from all c^uarterSj then recjuested him to see the king in the 
harem (IV. 33. 50— 61). Tried to appease the wrath of 
Laksmana (IV. 35. 1—23). Her appropriation by Sugriva 
during the temporary absence of Valin recalled (IV. 46. 9). 
At the desire of Sugriva (VI. 123. 29—32) got ready with 
other Vanara ladies and took her seat on the car bound for 
Ayodhya. (VI. 123. 33 37). 

TAREYA— A Vanara chief, created to help Rama (VII. 
36. 47). 

TARKSYAS, The — Produced Vanara children who 
could render aid to Rama (1. 17. 21). 

TALAJANGHAS— The Raja of which country defeated 
Asita (I. 70. 27-29). 

TIMIDHVAJA— Vide Sambara (II. 9. 12-13). 

TUMBURU — A Gandharva chief, whose services were 
requisitioned by Bharadvaja in the matter of entertaining the 
army of Bharata (II. 91. 18). Sang in the presence of 
Bharata (II. 91. 46). Cursed by Kuvera assumed the form 
of Viradha for his excessive attachment for Rambha (III. 
4. 16-19). 

TRlilABINDU — Lived in his hermitage near the Meru 
Hills (VII. 2. 7). (VII. 2. 14). On finding that his 

daughter manifested all signs of pregnancy (VII. 2. 17) 

enquired what the matter was (VII. 2. 19). On hearing the 
answer of his daughter (VII. 2. 20-22) through meditation 
came to know the actual facts ; then taking the girl with 
him to Pulastya requested him to accept her as his wife 
(VII. 2. 23-26). cTTOT (VII. 2. 23). 

TRI4ABINDU’S DAUGHTER— Ignorant of the curse 
of Pulastya (VII. 2. 12-13) went near her father’s hermitage 
in search of her companions. Instantaneously she was 


big., with a child. Being perturbed approached .her 
father (VII. 2, 14-18). In reply to her father’s anxious 
enquiries (VII. 2. 19) faithfully described what had come 
40 pass {VII. 2. 20-22). Married to Pulastya (VII, 2. % 1 ) 
pleased him tpightily through her self-less devotion (VII. 2. 
28-29). By favour of Pulastya gave birth to a son ViSrava 
by name (VII. 2. 32). 

TORAIjlA — Bharsta on his way back from Kekaya 
passed through the south of this village (II. 71. 11). 

TRIK0TA^ — Name of a hill in Laiika seated on which 
Hanuman took a view of Lanka (V. 2. 1). On the pointed 
peak of which was situated Lanka (VI. 39. 17-19). Its caves 
rang with the din of battle (VI. 44. 26). 

TRIJATA (i) — A Brahmana of the Gargya family, tawny 
coloured, lived in the forests oa roots etc. which he dug up 
(II* 32. 29). The old man had a young wife and a 
brood of children (11. 32. 30). At his wife’s suggestion 
approached Rama and related his poverty (II. 32. 30-35) 
Lustrous like Bhrgu and Angirasa (II, 32, 33). At the 
suggestion of Rama threw his stick which covered the cow 
preserve of Rama on the other bank of the Sarayo (II. 32. 
37-38). Received all those cows (11. 32, 39). Retired with 
his wife blessing Rama profusely. (II* 32, 43 ). 

TRIJATA (ii) — A Raksast. Her dream foreseen by Valmlki 
(L 3. 31), .^^ Finding that the RSksasls were scolding 
Stta told them that she had dreamt horrible dreams (V. 27. 
4 - 6 ). On enquity (V. ‘27. 7*8) described her dreams that 
indicated the victory of Rama over the Raksasas and the destruc- 
tion of Ravana and his relatives. Then asked the Rak§asis not 
to behave rudely with their captive (V. 27. 9-46;. Sent for by 
Ravana (VI, 47. 6). At the desire of Ravana (Vt 47 . 5- Id) 
pla-jed Stta on the Pa?paka car and kept her company 
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(luring flight (VI. 47. 11-14). Never told a lie before nor 
was. she prepared to do so in. future (VI. 48.29). Advancing 
various reasons tried to impress the idea on Stta’s mind that 
the princes were not dead (VI. 48. 22-33). Returned to 
the A^oka Park along with Stta (VI. 48. 35-36). 

TRIPURA — The three cities which Siva pierced with 
the bow and arrows given him by the Devas (I. 75. 12). 
Referred to (III. 64. 72) (V. 54. 30) (VI. 71. 74). 

TRISANKU — Thought of proceeding to heaven by 
celebrating a sacrifice. ( I- 57. 10-12 ). 

Vasistha having ridiculed the idea ( I. 57. 12-13 ), approached 
his'huadred sons who also refused to undertake the task 
Finding him determined to carry out his purpose with extra- 
neous help, they cdrsed him (1. 38. 2-9 ). On the morning 
following became a Canlala (I. 58.10-11). Deserthd- by the 
ministers and cifiizefrs (I. 58. 11-12). All alone approached 
Vis 5 vamitra who pitied him. Raja of Ayodhya ( I. 58. 12-16 ), 
At:-.tbe desire of ViSvamitra, narrated his previous history, 
then .appealed to him to take up his cause merely to establish 
tjh^ superiority of Human Endeavour over Providence. 

vim 

(t. 58. i7-24). ( i- 58. i7'). 

ViSvanHtra promised 40 take up his cause. 

2-5). Deputed to heayea on the responsibility of 
Yilvamitra (I. 60. 15-16). gfjigs sr^rsq:: ( I. 60. 2). 
Extradicted by Indra and. other Devas, fell head foremost 
(I. 60. ,15-18). His fall stayed by Visvamitra (I, 60. 20 ). Out 
of wrath created a fresh heaven for him with its stars and 
planets and then proceeded to create a fresh set of Devas (I. 60. 
21-23). On this the Devas approached him and a compromise 
A!»as arrived at accojrding to which the Raja wa^ to Jive head 
^Tpa,i^^rds ii? the mid^t of the fresh heaven created by the Rgi 


( L 60. f30-33). Son of - Prthu and er of Dhundffmliraaht 
(1.70.24). * 

TRlSlRA(i) — A Raksasa of Janasthana killed by Rama 
( I. 1. 47 ). His death foreseen by Valratki ( I. 3. 20). A 
general of Du§ana (III. 23. 33). Only he along with Khara 
remained alive of the 14,000 soldiers of Khara ( III. 26. 35- 
37). (III. 27.1). Persuaded Khara to alloW 

him to fight with Rama before he himself went to give battle 
( III. 27. 1-3 ). Having received the permission ( III. 27. 6 ) 
drove towards Rama discharging sharp arrows and making 
a fearful noise ( III. 27. 7 — 8). Put up a stiff fight and 
wounded Rama on the forehead (III. 27. 10-11). 14 arrows 
discharged by Rama pierced his heart; his horses and charioteer 
killed (111.27.13 — 15). His three heads lopped off by 
means of 3 arrows (III. 27.16-18). 

TRiSiRA (ii)—?r!(r^ Accompanied Rava^ia 

to the battle-field holding a sharp pike in his hand and rid- 
i&g on a bull ( VI. 59. 19 ). Nephew of Kumbhakarna who 
rhourtaed the loss of his uncle (VI. 68. 7). Consoled Ravana 
and offered to go to the battle-field himself (VI. 69, 1-7). A 
son of Ravaija. 

Never 

suffered a defeat. 

(VI. 69. 10-14). .Son, 

of Ravana, started for the battle-field taking leave of Ravam 
(VI. 69. 17 — 19). Went to the battle-field driving in a chariot 
and holding a bow and arrows in his hand ( VI. 69; 22-24 ). 
On the death of Narantaka made a rush at Angada driving 
in a chariot { VL 70. 1-4 ). In the course of the fight cut 
off. the trees and stones flung at him and wounded Angada 
ofijhe: forehead with arrows (VI. 70v6 — 19). Fought with 
Nflar(;VL':70i 22 ). (¥i; 70.26). Fought contested Uuel 


with Hanuman in the course of which lost his horse, arras 
and ultimately his life (VI. 70. 32-48). 

TV AST A — One of the Adityas: went out bravely to 
fight against the Raksasas ( VII. 27. 36 ). 

; OAKS A — Jayl and Suprabha were his daughters 
(I. 21. 15). The destruction of his sacrifice referr®! to (I. 66. 
9). A Prajapati who -followed Pulaha (III. 14. 9). Had 
sixty daughters (III. .14. 10). 

DAI^’DA (i) — A Rak§asa chief, son of SumSlin and 
Ketumatl (VII. 5. 38-39). 

; pAlSFOA (ii) — The youngest son of Iksvaku, 3)^9- 
; deputed to rule over the country lying 
between the Vindhya and the Saivala hills. Founded the 
town Madbumanta— his capital, and appointed U^ana his 
priests Thus he ruled mightily over the kingdom (VIL 79. 
14-20). (VII. SO. 2). (VII. so. 5). Once 

in the month of Caitra visited his priest’s hermitage ; there 
Cdraing across the beautiful Araja, the eldest daughter of 
the K§i, was overcome by desire, and enquired who she 
was and made his proposal (VII. 80. 1-6). In spite of 
her refusal (VII. 80. 7-12) raped her and departed (VII. 80. 
13-17). Following upon the curse pronounced by Sukra 
(VII. 81. 1-15) his kingdom was buried deep in an ash- 
hiil in a week (VII. 81, 17-18). 

DAIsfPAKA — A forest to which Rama retired tor fear of 
being disturbed by the citizens of Ayodhya (I. 1. 40). There 
^ killed Viradha and saw Agastyaand other K§is (1. 1 . 41), 
*^7 the K§is promised to kill the Raksasas^ 
wh<i haaated t^e foresf (I. 1. 45). There he disfigured 
$i>tpanakha and . killed 14000 Raksasas including Khara 



DAljfpiN — A door-keeper of Surya, who carried 
Ravapa’s message delivered by Prahasta to Sflrya and brought 
His reply (VII. 23 (b). 8-14). / 

DADHIVAKTRA — A Vanara chief. Laksmana passed 
by his richly decorated house at Ki§kindha (IV. 33. 11). 
Maternal uncle of Sugriva who was in charge of the Madhu; 
Vana (V. 61, 9). Roughly handled by the intoxicated. 

Vanaras for trjung to do his duty (V. 61. 20-24). 

(V. 61. 21). When the guards reported the des- 
truction of the forest at the hands of the Vanaras (V. 62. 17) 
attacked the intruders with atree wheuAngaida -dashed: him 
to the ground for his impudence (V. 62. 18-27). Taking 
counsel with his guards went to Sugriva to report the fact 


and DOsaija (I. 1. 46^48). Rsvana abducted Sits froth ' that 
place (I. 1. 53). Rama’s visit to that place foreseen by 
.ValmJki (I. 3. 17). Situated in the South (II. 9. 12). Kaikeyt 
^proposed that Rama should retire there in the garb of an 
.^cetic (II. 11. 26-27). (II. 18. 33). Rama consented to retire 
there for fourteen years (II. 19. 11). Rama spoke - tb 
Kausalya about his impending banishment there (11. 20. 
30-31). Rama’s banishment there referred to by Kaikejr} 
(II. 72. 42 ). Rama etc. entered (III. 1. 1). Its beautiful 
scenery described (III. 8, 12-13). Once Marica roamed about 
devouring the R|is (III. 38. 3). Vilvamitra’s hermitage was 
there (III. 38. 12-13). Thence Marfca was thrown into the 
sea situated at the distance of a hundred Yojanas by Rama 
(III. 38. 19). Ravaija and Marica arrived in the vicinity of 
Rama’s hermitage (III. 42. 11-12). Lak§maija ransacked it 
in search of Slta in vain (III. 61. 23). Sugriva asked Ahgada 
to go there in search of Slta (IV. 41. 11). Called after Raja 
Dapda> lying between the Vindhyas and the Saivala hills 
(VII. 81. 18-19). Also called JanasthSna (VII. 81. 20). ’ 


(V. 62. 28-38). Sugriva having given him assurances (V. 63. 
1-3) lodged a complaint against the VSnaras who had 
ravaged the preserved forest (V. 63. 4-12). (V. 63. 4). 

Taking his departure thence returned to Madhu Vana, begged 
of Ahgada to excuse him and delivered Sugriva’s message 
(V. 64. 1-12). Son of Candra (VI. 30. 22). Wounded by 
Indrajit ( VI. 73. 60 ). Greeted and honored by Rama 
(VII. 39 22). 

DANC — A daughter of Dak§a and wife of Kasyapa 
(III. 14. 10-11). Became the mother of A4vagriva by favour 
of her husband (III, 14. 11-16). One of her sons was 
kabandha (III. 71. 7). 

t , 

DANTAVAKTRA — A courtier of Rama who with 
Ught talks sought to divert his master (VII. 43. 2), 

; DAM AY ANTI — Daughter of Bhtma ; the devoted wife 
of Nai^adha (V. 24, 12). 

’.•,ir^»,DARADAS, The — ^A country. Sugriva asked Satabala 
to ransack the towns in the north in search of SltS 

(IV. 43. 12). 

I’ 

DARIMUKHA — A VSnara chief who in response 
' t® Sugriva’s call supplied 1000 krors of Vanaras (IV. 39. 24). 
Joined Sugriva with 10 krors cf Vanaras (IV. 39; 
36-37), Hurried on the Vanaras of the invading army during 
its march to the South (VI. 4. 36). Greeted and honored 
by RSma (VII. 39. 22). 

; DARDURAS, The— -The breeze from those mountains 
l^oisiin the hermitage of BharadvSja (II. 91. 24). 

■’ {To he 


VII.— INDEX TO S ABABA’S BHASYA. . 
(Bib. Ind. Edn.) 

(Cont. from Vol. VI., p. 18.) 

By the Late Col. G. A. Jacob. 

“ Srauta XII. 7. 17),— 

440. 

“ 33tm?aiW?rTq: ” (TS. 1,2.11.1),— 72. 

5S^f*^V#5i5S?|:,— a. 
g^fiTwIsrsf |%wRn5?Kn ‘gr,— 52D, 403. 

SflT%«BT*r^t — 600. 

136 (VS. ii. 25 ; Satap. 

1.9.3.14). 

“ etc.” (TB. 3.1.4. 1) — ,434. 

“ 3i?r^ etc.” (cf. TS. l. 8. 

10.1),— 750, 789. 

*‘ sfsr^ ^qrsfT etc.”,— 239. 

“ ?l?T^ (I offer to Agni that wh; is pleasing 

cf. VS.i.lO ; ii. 1),— 170, 235. 

‘‘ « 3 fl^ etc,” 27<S, 280, : 

“ 'Trar^iT?! etc ’■ (TS. 2. 2. 4. 2),--- 

458, 460, 774. 

“ 9fm 5c^>wit 828; 

“ «Ri^ ’’,-100— 1, 872. 

“ «I5I^ ’’,—843—4. '- 

“ *1%: a list of 6 synonyms is given, amongst which iS 
454. 

“ srfsr ^si<r etc.” (R.V.V.14.1),— 461. 

“ «#f^^Sir?r5!iaf%etc.”,— 391, 462, 590. 

“ 9# ebrwq^n ssr% ’’ (TS. 5. 6, 34),— 363, • 
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^rfin-’sqr: qfja^ ?b[T5iv*is# etc.”,— 323. 

“ 9Jraf etc.”,— 231, 317, 593. 

“ 9i%giiftgT?r ”(»r»fflR:i^),— 48. 

“ agsrt ”,—15. 

“ gsrfiw etc.”,— 751,— 2. 

“ ^ 817. 

“ 55# ^ f^5r;”,— 860, 81 (i#|). 

“ ttcIT ^ ^cTT etc,” (cf. A-sv. Grihya 1.23.7),— 

352, 817(55r^rf??IT). 

“ #llt 55 ^: etc.’’,— 814. 

“ sjfei etc.”,— 848. 

“ «#1^ (see Vol. I),— 472. 

“ 55#itJi; etc.”,— 103. 

“ sfeiitii 308. 

“ stTSlKEr^ ’^'hOTRi; etc.”,— 494, 496, 501, ' ^ * 

3#*?nd^T I sraPPT^s etc.”,— 97. 

“ 55#ST t 5 ^ etc.”,— 76. 

5»& 765, 

“ ?#|T3riTOT ”,—375 (Apast. Sr. 1." 

17.10). 

“ S»$ etc,”,— 416. 

“ 464. 

“ (see Vol. I),— 272, 31’, 318. 

“ ?r*iTt^m't«WlT^q'T^ WJTT^ 5IlTW«5f^q5Tff:,— 612 

“ ”,—798. 

“ ’’,—798, 868. 

“ ^trfcr ”,—843! 

“ snET%ift«r^E«T etc.’’,— 3 18, *465, 797, 799. 

“ Ji;U5^ etc.”,— (T8. 1. 6, 4. 1),— 136, 457. 

“ 55# aatr# ’»,— 811. 

9IWIS##fellT.S13qiS (Vol, i),— 93, 
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566, 673, 

?3%^s5iT 503. 

“ ^ 'S^HTS 55^flrT«ra: etc.” (TS. 2.6.3. 2),— 84. 

“ gi^q^ffTsf etc.”, — 339. 

“ 876. 

(ind) ‘towards,’ ‘ obtaining, taking possession of ’ 
(Goldstiicker) ; Sahara explains it by SlTcgti in 
X. 1. 91,-311—12. 

“ 5plt5Tf3 etc.’’,— 423, §63. 

“ arOTJFJ^qTfww^^gtjjTfcr ’’,—379. 

^aTffl«5Ct!r,— 651, 656, 660, 

(in Sutra),— 660. 

SRIT'SRIT (see «naT in Vol. i), — 459, 460. 

( ? ),— 445. 

“ SRg’^cT 859. 

“ 5 11. 

“ SRT^ etc.’’ (VS. V. 43),— 313. 

“ ararwt# etc.” 275. 

g tfaigt : to offend, be unfriendly to (an Scarya etc,),— 
861, 758. 

“ ?Eg5rf*cf ”, 202—3. 

§Et%i^g,-137, 146. 

§Slf^t3If, ‘ transference (of the details of a sacrifice)’, — 
10 ; its varieties, 11. 

?S[^WK (See Vol, i) as in the sentence JTTftcT 

in every case, as also in the instances 
noted in Vol. i ; and may mean ‘this statement is 
not of much weight;’ on p. 300 it may mean 
‘ obscurity,’ — 3, 300, 558, 872. 

“ ” (see Vol. i),— 629. 

sifaot etc.”, 494—6. 

19 


( i44 ) 




■ 

* 


“ sr?«^airflri‘i ’’ (Apast. Sr. 23. 10. 11 ; 

Tandya, Brah. 26. 4. 4. ‘having no handle’), 

—352. 

“ sr«I etc.’’,— 473, 475. 

“ 3?5ir st; etc.”,— 775. 

“ WJ etc.” ( ? ),— 686. 

“ etc.’’, —518, 638. 

“ etc.’’,— 600. 

“ etc.”,— 773. 

“ etc.”,— 482, 484 

“ Sl^l3^s«r?5r: etc.”, — 419. 

“ SI^na^Tf: «ET^ etc.”,— 577. 

5R[%5i!iT^ iasrrftff,— 352. See BV. Vi. 61. 1. 

“ 5^a«i — 792. 

“ 31^: qrsn n^dR^cTU ” 242 ^i. e. agliT^ oCcTU for 
^T^.—See RY, 1. £4. 12). 

“ 3iS[t^T ’’,—139 (BY. X. 116. 7). 

“ ^ #gTfsr ’’,—92. 

“ ^ g?«ITftT*T«f ’’, — 754. 

‘ a tubular vessel above the adder ( — 685 

“ «rsj^ |t% ” ( Apast. S.R. VII. 26. 7 with 

S'trfw),— 585. 

(See TB. 3 1. 6. 4, also Goldstlicker and Vedic 
Index. Under Ail. Brah. 6 Sayana defines it as 
Wt;,— 250, 272, 277, 795—6. 
5H«^'S5^ (see Vol . i),— 7 12. 

“ us[flre*f ”,—401, 834. 

“ etc.’’,— 418, 561 . 

31*!# SigR «^K5I^^S^T3fftm ST «5«r^,--59. 

3ISTfsriT>’*r, ‘ without taking hold of ’ ( ? ), — 67. 
l|ST5i5S|,— 607. 


“ frsWT eto.’»,— 552, 554. 

WSf^WH, ‘without breathing between,’ without interru p- 
tion (as irwfe. See Vol. i),— 198. 

“ ”, — 586, 588 (Apast, Srauta YIl. 

24.11). 

“ IWllw ’*,—809. 

(see Vol. i), — 44, 68, 121—8, 621, 636 

( w«rsi ). 

5I8II?:3SBr^:siR, — 160, 503, 620, 6.35, 760 (all but the last 
are in Sutras). 

wm:wrpft?r,— 121, 642. 

iwnr^»«n^f!pT,— 247 . 

635. TS. V. 4. 3i2. 

srfasITW ’’,—625—6. See TS.i. 8.4.1 

VRiVctQ (adj.), having or occupying the prominent or 
principal place, principal, superior, first, — an epithet 
of Agni, and used chiefly when the god receives 
the first offerings in certain sacrifices etc. (Golds- 
tucker), — 711. 

(Panini iii.4. 4), — 676. 

wgwfe (see Vol. i), — 308—9. 

“ *131% ’’,—466. 

(see Vol. i),— 84. 

(see Vol. i), - 730, 

“ «I350[^ w^srtssrr: etc.”,— 826, 

837—8. 

‘ the back bone ’, — 581. 

‘coming after, successive,’— 45 — 6, 68. 

«rr«r?Rt (i. p. HTcTT may me.an 
either mother or measurer),— 314, 
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( of. infra ), - 

“ >’,—46. 

sra'hii,— 836. 

WIW,— 238. 424. 

“ rIi ”,—725. 

“ «I?cT^ », — 121, 128. 

“ WPcRg-r i#N?rrar^fe ”,—336. 

-479. Of. Apast. Sraufa xi, 21. 8. 

Sirflr^ Quoted in 

ohamati I. 3. 17. 

^R3Bri^«RRj^,-32, 38 ; cf. 51 and 326. 

3|pq«rf ^»^jr etc. ”,—76. 

“ ^r?fSERr?T ”, —569, 671. • 

«tR=gR (see ?ol. i),— 442. 

361. . 

•Wl^sfr,— 853. 

(cf. lu Parimala, p. 321), 

"«S«t!^'(see VoI.\- 404-5, 725. 880. ' 
aW: SI^'BiiRTqsr eto. ”,—750. 

Miminufinn’ ]()f)\ 

“ Srirf^cTT^^^rt ffS[«rR^ (cf. Apast. gr. 

xxii. 12. 2. etc. See Garbe), — 6,34, 544, 

“ wrefiT: sraraiwraft ".-482, SU7 -s (cf,Apasr,Sr,ata 
viii. 8.6). 

“a'mfcraaan*, ,aa ”_482, B 07-8 (Ap..i ,m 
8. 10 etc. '. ■ • 

WtR 3iTf,— 133, 693, 722. 

“ anr^qr sinihcf etc.’’,— 151. 

“ ^ #T#r?ir«^ etc. >’,-608, (Apa^t gp. viii-8. 7). 
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“ Wi *5rT *3C5r ^T ^^^’ 353 * 11 ®**!^ «If^<!!*?Tllt- 

IT«W?«jf ^TSfir«ITcI^g:”,— 663. 

( ? ), — 457. (In Madhava’s N) ayamSiavistara 
the reading is Sl'tnCTiT?:.) 

“ f£?m siTwf?r titc.”, — 457. ;MaHhava has 5W- 

etc.) 

“ ?lstf%fSc!T I sq^Jsr^iT; ”,—124—5. 

^laiirsrrsKrT ®fif3’EtT3tT:,— 605— 6. 

792. 

“ <Hlt siR«tr lETTOTsrmfil ’>,—385, 718. 

“ nl^siiRrcWT t^rrs ^T^ftT«R.etc ’>,—779. 

“ SJ^gWfSTTgrT^Wl^r ”, — 60S, 656 (ApaSt. Sr. 

viii. 8. 7). 

“ etc. ”, — 608 (5 V. viii. 43. 9). 

“ SI«:iE5R^*^ST ”,—717, 740. 

“ srfi3?nr«if ”,—627. 

“ wfSrfelT «I^?T ”,— (Apast. xvii. 26. iQ.), 77 . 

“ wl^cT 5ni?^?lr ”,—842. 

“ wfwa's !|TOTi7T*ii% ’’,-^700. 

‘‘ ”, — 45. 

“ ”, (the first words of liV. vii 82. 22. viz. 

wfi? %5*T: I So Mfidhavii 21, 51, IbB, 203. 

“ ’ ,—64. 

*ff*Ws|iT,- 83. 

5rf?I^; (from Slf5|^??r, ‘ iiaving the prt p. «lf»r’, as in 
5,V. vii. 32. 22 quoted above, and gee Saflkh Srauta 
vii. 20. 3 ‘,—20, *21, 23. 24. 

“ 5r*ft^«n' «5C^ etc.” (See vol. i), — 318. 

“ WWITclTsrf i:lr% ” , — 10, In Pl,raskara Grihya 1. 5., 7 
W¥«rraRT5 is rendered “ formulas aiming at hostile 


powers.” A list o£ them is given in 1. 5. iO. Sacred 
Books o ' the East, Vol. xxix, pp. 279 — 80. 
befriend, 300, 661. 

(see Vol. i),— 288. 

“ itiTTWi55*rr«tt f5)r% 828, 830. 

“ Wn^TT^T 231 (Apast. gr. ii. 20, n). 

fter: f%5T; f^«lf?!i,~31, 111, 

“wici m etc,”— 660. 

“ 338. 

»rd«*J3[S?i,— 54. 

•Jif, ‘sour curds’, (SriilifTftr [Slfwiff] 

95. 

sr«i sr:% 5 ^g^nwraTH,— 195. 

“ ?a[«i?r3RIR9RI3«n[^W#etc.”,— 174,367— 8 (TS. 2.6. 9. 7) 

etc.”,— 285— 6 (cf. Apast. Sr. 

viii. 9. 11). 

773 (see in Vol. i). 

5^3 ftfr% etc.”,— 566. 

^ n3trRI«B (see ^3iwt in the Index),— 621. 

*1111 

— 9 (Who were these worthies?). 

“ 3r^t!I?ir f^*n55«TT etc.” '^TS. 6. 1. 6. 7),— 5. 

‘‘ ^,”—56, 

‘one who receives haP,’ — 418 (See Manu viii. 
210, and Biihler’s note). 

“ ^’^13 ,—17. 

?H«RC (in ) a have in the ground for a sacrificial 

post,-— 43. 

«ran^,— exp atory bath,— 37— 9, 494, 607, 707.- 

“ «ra4i:«IT^*Tf?I q'fel# ”,—842. 

West wetfim. 787v: 


120 . 

“ ^ ?S[T% etc.”, -"-379. 

“ ?Hicr: ”,— 8i9. 

(See vol. i), — 773. 

“?r?ftf?RJcTJTI»^«i etc. ” (Sloka),— 490. 

“ ” (cf. A past Sr. xxii. 6. 

g)_428— 21— 719. 

frssTSK^,— 318. 

5r>3^,— 68. (See %) 

?r>atSl%ST|fs (See vol. i),— 786. 

“ srW^ ,”—81,3. 

®ri!|;r (See vol. i), — 1 16—7. 

«ta«T — 65. 

9518 ^ 5 — 842 . 

“ 9m aiTar: etc.”,— 526, 

srsrg^ stsammi 527. 

“ 9reT^^ji!i n«jfrrani^ sreltf^ ”,—198. 

ssrstjfTg^^TOTHJiwTfirgr 3i7. 

5?lT^ — 58. 

ssici^f^ f| 806. 

one who is not allowed to drink the Somii- 
juiee (e.g. a Ksattriya or Vai^ya\ — 880. 

«r ^rirarrf#?.,— 643— 6. 

5P53ar3a^ (See in vol. I),— 501. 

362 — 370, 372. 

“STfer^rer: ’Tftsr’#”,— 447. 

?rf*f<ir, a series oE days, — 63, 158, 485,572,574, 749, 753. 
9Bll5i«T (See vol i ), - 504, 566. 

aigarj, not an eater o£ the offerings (Ksatriyas etc. See 
Ait. B V. VII. 19 and Bggeling's note on 
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“ # Jhqw etc.” (TB. I 1. 10.3),— 188-9 , 

“ sTgsr etc.”,~;;9S (TS. 4.1.9.i) 

“Sll^r^stg^s?r^^gri5l”_398, (TS. 1.2.2.1) 

SfT^lf5t«KR,— 3i4 — 5 . 

etc,”--l00. 164,. 307, 309, 

711 {modified;, 

“ WrarlsjJJ^ etc.” (TS. 0.5. 1.4), —308 I 

366, 813, 834. ' ^ 

“ «JT^ffre5rrf«^jrg«ir^sj?:fScr ”,—764, 838. 

“sn»^,-_84. 

«fT»^{ wasq; «to. (See vol. i ),— JSO. 

“ 3TF^ etc,”— 699, 782 fcf. ipasfe. XX 

13, 12). 

“ «rr^ ”,—648 (T8. 2.2.3.3\ 

“ 3n»^?f...^^^nRr: ,”—612— is. 

“ 3n»^?r »T?r:”,— 85. 

“ 5n^?ix STff ”,—472. 

“«n»^^ft55rinmsT^jt”,-l75. 

“ 3JT*^ etc,”— 239. 

“ «nr»^^fSimT# %3J!f ?%5I ’ ,—77,3. 

WTJT^rw (See vol i), -17,46,404,497,500,506,840. 

‘V^nrmiQlIf igg rfa ^^Sisir ” —498, 500 . 

^ll,— 55. 

“ «rTsrr?:mErr?:«Tffr ”,— 006. 

3rr=^P!jf!ft w^rrmr^r?!;.— 25. 

‘fighting or running for a prize’ ^MW) 582 

srr^lraT (I),— 119— 3. ' ’ ‘ •' 

srtS^HT,— 473,475. 

“ 3ir3^m*TTwif 5rar4 etc,’’— 653,655. 

“ l#5«tw% naUr >91^ i^sr snsrf^ ”,—310. 
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“ etc,”— 330. 

“ ?nT3i!|^ STTiqllS 650,653,658. 

“ s?rs«ri^*5rf 295,297. 

“ siFsl; etc ,”—193. 

“ etc 604. 

“ ‘ guest — offering ’ to Soma (yol i), — 40.7. 

“ fSff^cqt «T«rfer ”, — 283, 329 and 738 

omit iT'Erfe. Cf. Apast. X. 4.4. 

“ StT^c?f etc 125. 

“ ?ITfiEc?lt said of the glittering jTipa after it has 

been oiled, — 624. 

1^,— 142. 

^patT^RF, concerned with the kying of sacred fire, — 874. 
9inf!T5Traf JJfSTTt,— 486. 

^,—726. 

‘ relative ’, — 413,686. 

«mfIT«rT*3 Qstr:,— 16,37,230,697,707,756,764. 

‘ malevolent’ (as the and 3?^ sacri- 
fices), — 11. 

“ WHSTfre®! etc ” (TS.2.3.9.3),— 442. 

WTBR^ (See vol i), — 442. 
gnfJT^T (ditto),— 94,95. 

WTST («r«iT ^isir^TTFr 5!t«rr ‘sii^5[^T5r:’),--58. 

(in Sutra),— 373— 4. 

“ ’’,—860 (TS.1.6.5,3). 

3iw:?jarsit3i5T,— 815. 

“ «ir!C3fSf#5rr (?fs), — 164,307,309,831 (See Index to Jha’s 
Pi'fdh, Mima.). 

^roi’l^-T^^—134, 312, 466, 467 (distinguished from 
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pertains to BrShmanas only, and not to Ksatriya* 
or Vai^yas, — 879. 

HWtnRq", lordsliip over things, — 139, 

SlI«r^«Br5f (See in Index to vol i),— 763— 4. ■ 

‘ etc.”, -371 (Apast. xxii. 7. 24 ; TSndya 

xvii. 12. 5). 

IffRnr, repetition o£ something, as of the 9T^#iT«r of each 
of a number of Brahraanas — (opp. of — 66 L 

UrarfiWS, ‘additional’, ‘interested’, — 466 — 7, 

WTWT^STtr,— 453, 661. 

(in sutra),— 781 . 

“ etc.”,— 485, 490, 494, 

“ 648. 

‘that wh: 


satisfies, 


«ITf^5C, milk mixed with Soma juice (See Vedic Index) - 
760—1. 

“ sn=?rt 748. 

siWciJTT^ crsfTilrcrjrfcr (e.g. if a piece of dotl 
is moved the figuring on it moves also), — 81. 

“ 5rT«rR^f?r etc.”,— 620 (TS. i. 6. li. i). 

“ STT^cT srRT^# St§g[fKTt ”,—796. 

“ ”,-388 (Apast. x. 39. 3., TS. vi 2 

1. 5). 

“ SIT^ art ’’ (gatapa. iv. 2.5. 12), -90, 711 and 
837 (^^ etc.). Cf. TS. vii. 2. 7. 1. 2. 

*' W^TJTR»lshlR[m*n'f%;fs etc.”,— 512, 614, 615—16 
srrarfcniK ’> ( ? ),— 26, 28. ’ 

“ ^ST ’’,—572. 

V IIWIW etc.’’ (TS. vi. 1. 11. 6),'— 318— 9. 

( ? ),— 820. 
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“ etc ”,—862. 

“ irTf5R>|T^3%5T »T?j ”|— 1 3. 

“ sTW'rrtw ” (See Vol. i),— 769. 

“mf|*l5Rr: WT g’ (from Himl-laya to Cape 
Comorin),— 230, 256, 326, 328. 

laiaft ( 5 ?rTI = offering- 

eating), — 1J9. 

“WTltp(«WR,--802. 

“infspr?,— 172. 

“f^gTfgfT etc ”, — 601-2, 783. 

ii. 6. 7. 3),— 600. 

“ etc ”, (0 Ida, blithesome, adorable etc ; 

Eggeling on Satap. iv. 5. 8. 10 ; VS. viii. 43),— 
414. 

“ C^qiar 172. 

etc”, — 862. Apast. Sr. xvi. 26. 3. 

“ f? etc ”,—655, 869. 

“ fcisr ’StHTOWI etc, ”,—751. 

“ fif isr SETT'S: etc, ”,—339, 377, 395. 

“ fej aiTta ?? ^3^ etc, ”—347. 

“ ^ «r^^TI^etc, ” (TB. ii. 8. 4. 1), — 3i9. Satap. 
iii. £ 4. 18. 

in*r^ etc, ”—176. 

ITwremcT ”,—319. 

^ l’3[ ts6 if^Tq; etc, ”—139, idl5 (RV. x. 
89. 10). 

“f:3[r 191!^ ”—138, 143, (R7. viii. 17. 8). 

“ w *wqfl sr«rk”,~474. 

“ t«t <€?rt*RT#t 3frcr%f# etc. ” (R V. i. 94. 1 455, 

“ etc,” (RV. iii. 30. 5),— 188, l43. 

etc, ”— 125. ^ 
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“C*i»rWirr?f^»jir^etc,”~178 (Mtnava Sr. Sutra, 
so Bloomfield). 

“ (See Tandya viii. 6. 9. 10),— 183, 861. ' 

“ fKffTf SflraWT^ ”,—187. 

“ C!5, name of a Sacrifice held, like the for malevo- ' ' 
lent purposes and deriving from it (by 

some of its accessories,— 11. (Apast. ‘i2. 4 

7. 17) ’ 

853. I 

“ %i ?rine5qrrei^r?:i!fi^ ’’ (the 2nd fine of a 

Sloka),— 71. I 

156-7 (Apast. Sr. xvi. 21. 7). |1 

“ffs, an oblation of butter etc, as opposed to a Soma ] 

or animal sacrifice, — 73. a 

(in Sutra),— 769. 

“ t^l'sn 6te ( a verse), — 837. ^ 

“tjgrrs! ”,—632 (See BV. vii. 32. 22). ‘t| 

“tsSflsiJT??? 3r»ra: etc ” (EV. vii. 32. 22),— 139, 507. 

”-293-4 (VS. xxiv. 28) ll 

“ I ?:«if5n:g5rrfas^5 etc, ”—628. ; ' 

Jjfffgr 498. 

“ S:q«[rm etc ” ( Voi i),— 589. 

“i3’s?r (See Vol. i.),_870 874. 

“grsjTi^ 1 arr >^31^ sfif% etc-”,— 706. ■ 

858. 

“ (See Vol. i, also TS. 1. 6. 4. 1, and Saya,na on f ■ 
1. 7. 11. l),-457. 

“ 5RW: (See Index to Jha),— 395. 

etc,"— 395 (Apast, gr. viii. 2. 11), 
g?43l <YoLi),— 764, 767. 

*‘'iS^'ainH} etc,”— 314. . 



(‘ like the milking o£ the last cows ’), — 670-1. 

(of. A.past., xxii. 14. 14). See 

Madhava. 

“53^>Ct5at«I# ”(?},— 792. 

96, 98. 

tfssr: tjT?r5q:i|;,— 8. 

csr 3rr?r%^«fJl.eto ” (EV.i.60.1), — 84 (Apast. SEV, 
xvi. 26. 1. 3). 

“ ?a'5tqL etc,”— 679. 

m etc, ”—221. 

“ f^:T '3T 186, 

— 677. (Apast. xxii 11. 19). 

g'gl, to be blown out, extinguished (also gSR), — 278*9. 
wr,— 443. 

‘addition’ (opp of ?PTo), — 106. 

“ gq*I?Ercr STTSCtraRt”,— 180 (Ait. Br. ii.fi i ; A^. — 

val. 3.3.1). 

grqjijnTSsr,— 793. 

“ ^«TftiTe^JTT*Tf nigirqcl^?:f^cr” _768. 

“^jqsrcf! ?:*Erfcr*:g:g*5«r srfer<Tf 508. 

g'tjcplw ‘description’, — 696. 

‘censure’, — 629. 

“ m qcT^FETTirq^ 629, . 

(vol i ), — 760. 

^q^<!r aKqTSJFggfssitfw”,— 659. 

“gqsaqt — 49. Name of the 12th sacrificial 

post, so Garbe ; See Sslap. 3.7.2. 1. and TS. 6. 6.4.4. 

any word wh: by composition or derivation 
loses its original independence while it determines 




the sense of another word ; secondary, subordi- 
nate, — 116. 

I’ltSirts etc,»’— 427. 

(vol. i),— 87,89,650. 

660, 654, 656, 668 (TS.J^.6.6.4). 
(in Sutra),— 85. 

88 . 

‘fasting’,— 73. 
iTWerr *rj”— 181. 

(vol i),— 414. 

^g:,— 508, 544. 

“ 401. 

etc.”,— 403. 

f?S[«lScr^ 508 R.V.I.24.8 ; 8atap. 4.4.6.4. 

5031? g:55t5^«ET?: etc”,— 274. 

( %^), 304, 306. 
spwiRr swraf??”,— 856. 

“»«swrr ST«l?iT5q^ etc,”— 856, 335 

(VS.i. 22; Satap 1.2.2.8'. 

“ TC 275 (AV. 7,26. 3 ; TS. 1.3.4. 1 ). 

(in Sutra). Its meaning is discussed— 273 (Ait. 
B.ii.7 ; TB.3.6.6.4). 

^ I etc.”,— 862. 

a^TOIsttET ‘night and dawn’,— 325 (RV.i. 122.2, etc). 
3^, etc,” synonyms of *ft (Nighantu 2. 11, 

vol. i. 229), — 462. 

“ gpnt ”,—463. 

^ m ”,—43. 

iWEq etc”,— 43. 

‘f;p^^‘ ?qr^5!ITfjT”,— 787, 821 (VS. ii. 2. 

'wooL .See 5<Bf in Vediie Index). 
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“ W J'RW: ”» — S02, 

392 (VS. ii.8 ; Satap. 1.4.5.3). 
“3;«|fsisgrd etc”,— 394. 

3a[, ‘modification’ — in respect of flssr, ’BUR, or ^fKWl! 
when, there is a transference from an original to a 
modified sacrifice, 129, 133, 

BnfHWET, N. of 3rd hymn book of Sama Veda, — 189. 
3a[!%!ns? is used of a and not of a — 29. 

“ ”,—190. 

“ ^ijsFBTfitsrT’sr 19T, 528. 

“ '5ll?snr 551^ etc”, — 394. 

“^f% ?IW *TT«lf^”, — 192 (Satap. 8.1. 3.3 has 
5g(<sfNr (vol i), — 572, 574, 759. 

stT??rf^’’,— 572, 759 (SI!E^%). 
etc”,— 145. 

55cr I BtW>Sg?T 'UfR: etc”,— 429. 

N. of an Ekaha, — 429, 431. 

(See 361, 758. 

“gifN*R> 347— 8. 

78. 

^fgpf * 131 * 11 ^? ?I5TTIt|” (Apast. 2.20.5), — 231. ' 
195. 

N. of an Ekaha sacrifice, — 482. 

“n?Bignf 5rgr% 344. 

“n«R«rTSf?i ctr^nrs^Bigi.” — 254 (TB.3.6.6.2. sirs^swr- 
?tR.=^ Sayana). 

“H«B«rT ^sfr3H»» R, V. VIII. 77. 4, 

Th< n Indra at a single drought drank the contents 
of 30 pails. (Griffith),— 139, 

‘‘icC«Bferf^iT3aWTg(.etc.’’, — 491 (T8. 2.6.10.2). 

sran^EW — 452, 487 — 9. 
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-561. 

“«WT?3a sRiTarT9i'*T!csaTg??!an!i.” (TS.6.3.7.6.1.6. 3.11.6),— 
74, 385. 

“•TO^SEr f^%,”„715. 

“'Wiar^r q#»:?r?T5fTpf”,~~-680. 

H5KT?EJ5[g ^ fnTfsw;fJBt 


a group of ll yupas (See Satap. 3. 7. 2. 1), — 
49, 68, 7, 5 seems to be parts of a Sacrifice, 
261, 312. 

“ tCTT ”, — 834. 

“ etc. (Apast XIX. 2, 8),— 91 . 

“ vm sn^T^in etc. ”,—198. 

“ 698. uc^tI 

H^si a^stTSfr«l^j,— 855. 

“ ^ «r^ ”,—96. 

“ etc.’’,— 294. 

^fS[J3T; etc.,”,— 14. 

1»W ”,-773-4. 

“ HcTi^gr ^RWfcrWfiiitiTew ^f^nr ”,—645, 735. 

“ <JC^ etc,’’ , RV. IX. 62. 1), ‘there [ Soma j 

drops have been poured etc.’, — 245. 

“ ?:T3i5^Tf^lT ^Tg5?rq;TilT ?i^?rT?Trq^”,— 356. 

“ ^r^cT e(c.” (R V. X. 94. 2), -143. 

etc.” (of. ParaskiU'a Grihya 1.6.7.) 

“ n^lf: — 661, 797, 

tttr f:isKT^ qfCT^sT,— 342. 

I «t; ^ af^T^ ’’,—569. 

w I apEWPTl^ fasa^f: ”,—663. 

‘‘ iW I ’’,—37—8. 

li. >• ' f : 
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“ fmx I gf l tfe c TT l^cft etc. ”,--20S. = 

“ H^TSf% ”,—860—1. . 

664, 667. 

“ 537. 

“ ^ ^^^cStsitqRW: ” (c£. TS. 2. 2.1.1.),— 

612. 

“ etc. ”,—578. 

“ ^sS[^FI^!#^srT?I^T5rra stir aj^St ”,—611 (cf. TS. 
7.2.7. 1.) 

“ l5fc«tSEgrt«I^5E*r m CCcigrr^TcR 679. 

“ snwjfrft etc. ”,—521. 

“ stRap^T^aRt^ e^c. ”, — (Apast. xxi. 14.- 

1. 3), -51 7, 619, 520, 524. 

“ ^Tfr$^T?35WW 5:!?[R fsr^ etc. ”,—16. 

“ ^fg[R^T?5(i*’Tr^ srsrr^Rj ” (TS. 2. 2. 1. 

1.),— 73, 234, 674. 

“ ^fS[T3r^sEr^?iw?f ^rsrRr #g; ”,— 61. 

“ ^fscriTt sR^'n^T JTRRrfff^r ” (cf. TS. 1. 8. 3),— 16, 
74. ■ ■• ■ 

“ i^fgJTfRajsi ^Tsr JTRf^ ”, — 219. 

“ ” (Tandya 8. 6. 10), — 183. 

0^,-272,860. 

relating to an ffs, — 71. 
ms^TfinsB^T^Ir^^if^,— 741. 

“ ^'srf^'5^^ q!5g*stfirgR«»% ”,—477. 

a »TR?rrR belonging to the Aukthikas, 
singers of the TJkthas,— 22. . 

S^R^sF, ‘ eternal ’,—22, 32, 110, 378, 412. 

“ ^Wsrff^r ?%!!T 429, 431, ■ 

21 
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“ etc. 

“ «7sr% ”,—75, 470—1 , .614. 

the fire used for domestic worship,— 824. 

“ sKRgfetc. (KV. vi. 47. 15),— 893, 

^ isr g & etc. (EV, x. 54. 3),— 394. 

^sg:w , a bullock’s hump,— 582. 

“ sn?nf% ’»,— (Apast, xxiii. 7. 9 

has 582. 

“ ^5^5 ’»,~639. 

siT^RiR (^sR][s^ w»i%*r«Rrarj- 

Sabara), — 642. ) , ; 

227, 489. 

(SSntrarai (in Sutra), 320—1. 

60,. 685, 

q3*ra,— .12,,:13.' ‘ ^ . 

“ ?n3SlT R ”,—21, 189 (RV. iv. 31.1; SV. i. 

169, ii Sl). ' 

(See ypl. i),— 855— 6. 

«Ej|qR5C, earns a padika daily as wages (See Mahabhasya 
X. 3. 72),— 413. 

^JT S’tijer; a^rsfcr:,— 53. 

“ ^ ^Tfir »’,— 733. Also on pp. 189, 190, 219. 

“ «l>SRfts irm^ ”,— 19— 21, 30 (See Sayana on 

Tandya vii. 8. 3, in which the word occurs 

and is explained by ^Jas^cTT^, Ka being Prajapati). . 

«R?RTf5*Tt »:««: (where Sal>ara gives as equivalent 

275. . :, 

sgWTfsfeTJ «ISSTcriiirf^, 



( m 0 

etc.”, — 828 

— 393 (R,¥.X.121.I ; T8.iv.ll 

8.4 etc.) 

840. 

sfif^awST, sour gruel, — 96. 

TOIir^<q3T, a kind o£ lute,— 445 (Latyayana iv.2.5) 
^Tr*ira«f (compared with Fanini), --623. 

(in siitra), — 512. 

N. of an acharya,— 195, 697. 

(in Sutra), — 360. 

16, 45 («KT«i= devoted to Ea-Praja- 
pati, Satap. 2.5,2.18). 

(See 230. 

HI# l^crT^^c^rd (Smriti),--454. 

“^Tfel%S 53rei*lt *TM: (»rra': = mi]k. 

M. W.),— 171. 

a bundle of wood, — 156. 

‘a wood carrier’ (f), — 349, 416. 

sorsKT^J^fllcgiTTf^s f^^cTetc.”,— 867. 
^q^qr^S!m«R, 31, 98-9, 155 (Apast. Sr. XXIII. 
10.6. See See KundapSyin in Vedie Tndex, 

362. 

(TSndyaXXV.4.4. See 

“^JTPCTW *1 ”,—691. 

— (in Sutra), — 786. 

— ‘homeless’. , ;■ 

‘that has performed the drambhaniyU isiij', 
— 166 . : • . 
180,181,182,365,370,432,599,600,761,827,, 
/■• 839*867. ‘ , ,, 



( 1^2 ) 

(in Sutra),-— 675. 

^T:", described as «?!i;«TO^irs3r!,--.791. 
grains o£ gold (to be used instead of rice-grains 
on certain occasions; See Jha’s Prabh. Ml p, 231), — 


^ (See ‘sran# swn#),— 7. 

748 (TS.vi.l.3.8) 

wreiii% (c£ Apast. Sr, 

XVIL16.9),— 447. 

“swJifHf 75. 

(cf. Apast. Sr. 13.5. 
11, and see infra), — 416. 

‘contradiction*, ‘stultification’ (See Brahmasutra 
- 2.L26),--411. 

—58,70,90,807 (See ^^TSTo). 
etc.”,— 448—9, 450. 

(in Sutra),— 666. 

wsflcr,— 645. 

sediment o£ oil, oil-cap (M.W. on authority of a 
4ra),— 333. 

*3^ — a post on a threshing floor for binding oxen 

etc.— 311, 314, 383. 

“ — 311, 381, 836 (TSndya xxi. 

13.8). 

“ ^ 8 1 — 2 . 

“ ?slTf^ etc.,”— 742, 

“ ^ 609. 

^njjw^srrsr *wjT?iTg^<T!wi,— 664. 
r?RSl',"*~‘who has obtained fortune or prosperity’, — 
(=swasa, so com, on Katy. Sr. IV, 300),— 280; 875. 


( 16S ) 

“ 3. 4. 8. 

»Ff prcrar (Apast. §r. 22. 15. 1),— 48. 

*T^nT«W ( See Vol i ), — 34, 45, 63, 78, 520, 521 2. 

?I^T3|^, — ‘rice-gruel boiled with coix barbata 
(MW),— 625— 6. 

“ »risr ^5T 277, (TB. 3. 6. 6. 3). 

“ *rpi5r a«WTiT5: etc. ”, — 486. 

“ strra^ n:«5Wt etc. 525. 

“ qpisqfT ”,—112. 

“ *n^ ’ETT q:cice3wracf ”,— 178. 

defined,— 212. , 

3<SJ>BTfrT{ — ‘accessories and desires', — 81. 

^K,— 426. 

“ aT% I 864. 

“ etc ” (Apast. 23 — 10. 12), — 99. 

wrfesrg^,— (in Sutra),— 563. 

“ snmsr* ^ 5 ^ 35 ” (with 

the ajgtrdr as the 17th), — 76,99. 

-599, 609. , 

— six synonyms quoted, etc., — 462. 

“ ” (Apast. 8r. 1. 16. 3), — 81. 

‘ a cow ’ (MWl gives this word on lexical 
authority only. See infra), — ’58. 

“ sRNfrfir ”,— 863'. 

^iwpsr ‘made of bdellium’ (an unguent),— 446— 6. ’ 

“ atcTiH^ (Tandya xxiv. 13-4), —445 

“ ^p:3^%s^rs?ft^nThi!”,— 462. 

“ ” 64 (See Apast, xiv. 18. 6. etc). - 

“ assort”,— 3. 

‘ naade of ledellium,’— 801 (Sje — 
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^«Ogr, ^ sr?5« ”—847, 353— 4,40f 

417 — 8, 419, ; 

“ sit m etc. ”,—223,502. 

“ sny i^infl’',--440, , 

“ siraiiFt *e?ii3r^g[”, — 363. 

‘‘ miTflEWTsi Sli^ V--6i. 

5n^%^R: ?^?r: etc.,— 664. 

Srif^, ‘ partaker ‘ sharer ’,—40—3, 45. 
swtw^^§[H, ^^,—95. (TS. 6. 2. 2. 4.) 

“ i?r I ^fgri #i?mfiqc.ete ’’,—72, 

IcT^It »T^?r;,— 761. (TS. 6. 2. XO. 5.) 

“ etc. ”,—121. 637 (sil^^siTJ?). 

“ ^ 5!m& 88, 302, 337. 

“ *5r^5fl ?i^T5?l¥n^ (TS.2.6.2.1),— 391. 

“ ’’,— 639, 642. 

“ amqL 782. 

“ '33^ gst ”,—376, 789. 

(cf. 

Apast. xxii. 14. 


‘ ”,—650, 656, 674, 681 

695, 708. 

^gf^^etc. ”,-855-6 of. Apast. Sr. xxiii. 1. 1. 
**3'3^f5r tRur; ’’,—566. 

sErglf^T etc.’’,— (cf. Apast. Sr ii 

11. 6.),— 82, 146. 

’ta^iirgrf^r etc.”, -271. (RV. 1. 162 18; 

T8. 2. 3. 2. 2.) 

'^cwrfc ^’,—328, 838, 341. ' 

mm etc.”, -101 (Apast. xxit. 23. 9) ’ 

etc.”, 641. (See 


“■ 'SI^TSf^raWTs etc.’ ',—650. ■ '■ •■■■'■ - ■ ' y ■ ^ 

*gr55, various meanings proposed, the one adopted being 
^q[fr, for which see Qote at bottom of p. 328,— 326 
—30. ■ , .. ■' 

*arTgJff?«I (See vol. i and Apast. Sr. viU,. 4. 13, xxb. 8, 
1),— 14. . 

“ 'Tsrf^s 723. , ; 

“ ’5tTgiif??tT^ ‘grrgflfilt: — 385. 

“ snf^ srar% Ijar^lsi Eficr ”,--( Apast. viii. 1. 

6),— 701. ■ , ■' 

“ ^gprf«ET#T 473, 708, .720. 

“ *snr^ liWir(5r^T*iI!T sir?I% ” (See vol. i), — 736. ATS. 3. - 
4. 6. 1) , . - . . . 

“ f%5Ri ?iircT ”,—235, 

^5IT, N. of an ^,— 89, 381. 

“ etc.”,— 624, 

“ etc.’’, — (a verse . defining ' 

5EWt),— 850. 

“ enTWTT ^^TS35rJ% ”, - 462 —3. ' 

students of a Veda, — ^189. (They hold that a 
Saman is a mantra set to' music — spfta 

«W). 

“gc*lcff I etc,”— 622. 

— (See vol i ) It is declared that in the whole 
SSmaveda there in no Saman named Jagat, — 506 — 7. 
3[^fipS[ f^cTU”,- (RV. X. 47.1),— 138, 142. 
SRSE ^*<ro5r, — X. of a Saptaba sacrifice (Apast. Sr. 22. 
23.5),— 101. 

5PT,— defined as 5?ig5T«tf e[T^,. with examples,— 560— 1. 
giTO^^R,— 365. 
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3Pnt, — N. of certain formularies causing victory (TSv 
iii. 4.4 and PSraskara Grihya 1.5.7 — 9), — 21. 

juice of dried Sesamam’, — 625 — 6. 
^?ng:,--etc”,— do— (TS.V.4.3.2.) 

“3iras!TT ticsft? 866 (See vol i). 

STTfe— 657 . 

srrflRTT^,— 489 i sigrr^g^fg^grifticrT- 

- ^ 5T I srwiT^ H ^*115 Sahara). 

“siTfti m sdsisjl, etc,»^654,656, 

669 (TS.2.6.6.4, and see vol i). 

^ ifqr: 489. 

3fl?nf^, — 628, (In the same passage on p. 197 the reading 
is SIT’JIT^) 

“l«rferf 25q 95. 

<i:cr^ — etc.*’,— 435. 

(in Sutra),— 103,221,803. 

5^5aTfsrtf|j»j,-^34. 

“er I sitlswq'f^ftsfe”— 352. 

“?rcr: (Apast XIV. 22 . 12 ),— 362 , 


5f5rw«rTJrmm€'5rf 326, 

^5:”,— 68. 


VII— GLEANINGS FROM THE TANTRAS 

. ,BY GoPINATH KaVIRAJ 

(I) 

The Ten Mahividyas. 

In the Tantrik Literature the Mahavidyas are usually 
enumerated as ten. But the number is sometimes increased 
by three and sometimes by six"^. The Mundamala Tantra 
(Patala I) names the ten Mahavidyas, thus— (1) Kali, 

(2) Tara, (3) $oda^i, (4) Bhuvane^vari, ( 5 ) Bhairavt, 
( 6 ) Chhinnamasta, (7) Dhumavatf, ( 8 ) Vagala, ( 9 ) Matangt 
and (10) Kamala, This list is also found in the Chamun^a 
Tantra as well as in the Todala Tantra. There appear to 
be slight differences of opinion in the various Tantras in 
regard to the names of the Bhairavas of these Mahavidyas. 
These names, as given in the Todala Tantia, are — 
( 1 ) Mahakala, ( 2 ) Aksobhya, (3) Siva (three-eyed and five- 
faced), ( 4 ) Tryambaka, (5) Daksiuamurti (five-faced), ( 6 ) 
Kavandha (Siva), (7) none, ( 8 ) Ekavaktra (=:Maharudra), 
(9) Matanga Siva (=:Daksinamurti) and (lO) Visnu 
(-Sadasiva). It may be noted that Dhumavati being a 
widow has no Bhairava t and the first Bhairava, named 
Mahakala, is attached to Daksina, a type of KalL But in the 
Saktisangama Tantra the names of the Bhairavas under 

(3) , (4). (5), ( 6 ), (7) and ( 8 ) appear respectively as — Lalite^- 
vara ( = Tripura Bhairava), Mahadeva, Vataka, Vikarala 
( = Krodha Bhairava), Kala Bhairava, (=:Ghora) and 
Mrtyufijaya. 

# The list of the Mundamala Tantra being taken as standard, 
the three and six additional names which occur in the Sammohana 
Tantra are — (i) Chandesvari, Laghu %ama and Triputa, and 
(ii) Vanadurga, Sulinl, Asvarudha, Trailokyavijaya, Varahi and 
Annapurna. 

f This is according to Todala Tantra, but the ^akti Sangama 
.names' the Bhairava as Kila. 
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The Vidyas may be thus classified ie order of the 
AmnSya : 

(1) The JEastern Amndya ; 

(i) Sri Vidya (with all its varictieslj Bhuvanesvart^ Tara, 
Tripura Bhairavt. (ii) Bhuvanesvart, Lalita, Aparajita, 
Paruesi, Lak§mi, Sarasvati, Vai?t, Annapurna, Jay a, 

(2) The Southern Amndya : 

(i) VagalamukM, Mahalak^mi and Bala Bhairavt. 
(ii) Daksinakali, Bhadrakali. (iii) Daksinakali, Vagala, 
Chhinna, Bhadra, Tara, Matafigi and Nisesi. 

(3) The Western Amndya : 

(i) Kubjika, Kulalika. Matafigi and Amrta Lak§mf. 

(4) The Northern Amndya ; 

(i) Kali and Tara with some varieties, Bhairavi, 
Chhinnamasta, Dhumavati and Matangi. (ii) Guhyakali, 
Dhiimra, Kamakala Kali, Mahakall, Maha ^ma^ana Kali, 
Kapalinf, Kala Sankar^iiii, Chhinna, Mahabhima Sarasvatt, 
Maharatrt, three kinds of Tara. Yogesl, Siddhi Laksmi and 
Siddhi Bhairavi. 

(5) The Upper Amndya : 

(i) Kamesvart, Lalita, Bala, Maha Tripurasundarf and 
Tripura BhairavL 
<6) The Lower (?qrg3C) Amndya : 

(i) Vajraypgini, Pannagf, Nairrtesvarf and Bhfma. 


Regarding the origin of Kali, which is described in 
the Tantras (cf Pura^charyarnava) as the chief of all the 
Mahavidyas, different accounts are available. According 
to the Svatantra Tantra, quoted in the Pranato§ini, she 
appeared in the city of Avantl on the day of Maharatri, 
on the dark eleventh of the month of Phalguoa. She 
is often identified with Sati, the daughter of Daksa and 
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with Parvatf, the ' daughter of 'Meaaka. Visvamitra^'s ' 
tfttainment of Brahmanhood is said to be consequent on' 
Her Grace,^ The Muiidamala Tantra identifies Kali with 
Krsna and Sodasi. It is not proper to enter here into a 
detailed study of the very close relation existing, from the 
cultural view-point, between Kr§na and §odasL What 
concerns us here is that the Vidyas Kali and Sodasi too are 
similarly connected. The Pranatosini (p. 724) gives a vision 
of the story of Kali’s conversion into Sundari or §odasi. It 
is said that once on a certain day Indra deputed a certain 
number of Apsarasas to Siva in Kailasa but he sent them 
on to Kali in Kalipura and betook himself to that place. 
He addressed the Goddess as Kali” (lit. a dark-complexioned 
one), which she took as an insult. She at once resolved to 
convert herself into ‘‘Gauri” (lit a fair-complexioned one) 
and vanished. In the meantime Narada met Siva in 
Kalipura and Mahakali in Uttara Meru. He told her, of 
course in joke, that Siva was ready to marry again, on which 
She assumed at once an extraordinarily beautiful form and 
appeared before Siva. She said, in Siva’s presence, that a 
very fair form was reflected in His heart. Taking this form 

^The story runs that Brahma, Visnu and others being unable 
to confer Brahmanhood on Visvamitra, Narada advised the 
latter to invoke Mahadeva. Visvamitra acted accordingly and 
received the one-syllabled Mantra of Kali from 6iva, but for all 
his hard penances he could not propitiate the Goddess. Visvtoitra 
felt disconcerted and cursed the Goddess to be deprived of all 
worship, ^iva explained to the saint that his mode of worship 
was improper and that he should correct it in the way he suggested.; 
This being done, the Goddess was pleased and appeared in 
company of Siva to Visvamitra who asked for the boon, viz. 
attainment of the glory of a Brahmana. Kali looked at !^iva, who 
embraced the saint and conferred on him what he was so long 
sliding for. ■ . ; 
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to be that of a Qoddess on whom Siva’s heart was set she 
felt the pangs of jealousy and rebuked the God for what she 
interpreted as his unfaithfulness. Siva asked Her to restrain 
Herself and, with the Thir ! Eye of Wisdom, to discover 
the reality of what the form represented. Kali found to 
Her great surprise that it was Her own shadow. Siva then 
called the beautiful form before Him by the names of Sundari, 
Sri and Panchami 
or Lalita. 
fresh youth, 


synonyms Tripurasundari 
on account of Her perpetual 
As he was frightened by the Shadow in His 
heart He gave it the name of Tripura Bhairavi. 

There are several varieties of this Goddess. In the 
FuraSchatyarnava we find mention of nine types,— viz. 
Daksina, Bhadra, SmaSana “ Kala ”, Guhya, Kamakala, 
Dhana, “ Siddhi ” and Chandi. The Jayadratha Yamala 
refers to Dambara Kali, Gahanelvari, P'katara, ChandaiSbarij 
Vajravati, Raksakall, Indlvari Kail, Dhanada, Ramanya, 
I^anakali and Mantramata. The Sammohana Tantra 
speaks of ten varieties, but actually mentions seven, — viz. 
SparSamani, Chintamani, Siddhakaif, Vldyarajn}, Kamakala, 
Hamsa Kail and Guhya Kalb 

Of all these varieties Dak?fna and Bhadra Kali belong to 
the Southern Amnaya, while Guhyakall, Kamakala, Mahakali 
and Maha^ma^ana Kali belong to the Northern Amnaya. 

Guhyakali, generally worshipped in Nepal, is often 
described as the best of all the types, and it was of this 
Goddess that Brahma, Vasistha, Rama, Kuvera, Yama, 
Bharata, Ravana, Bali, Indra and others were the worshippers 
The number of her faces is said to vary with various Sadhakas. 
The type which Bharata worshipped has ten faces and Her 
mantra consists of 16 syllables. The external features of 
the type of which Ramachandra was a votary are exactly 
the same, but Her mantra contains 17 syllables rather 
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thaB 16 . Harfta arid Chyavana both worshipped this 17 - 
syllabled 'VMya, but Harita obstructed it with a KUa^ so 
that until this is removed, which is practically a very difficult 
matter, it can not reveal itself and become effective. The 
Chyavana-type is still in use. ’ ■ ■ 

The Mahakala Sarphita explicitly says that the ten-' 
faced type of Gnhyakali^ is the fundamental type ' 

of which the other varieties are modifications. There are 
seven varieties of Guhya Kalf and five of Daksina Kalt. 

The worshippers of Kamakala Kal! are named in the 
Maha Kala Sarnhita, thus — Indra, Varuna, Kuvera, Brahma, 
Maha Kala, Rama, Ravana, Yama, Vivasvan, Chandra, 
Visnu and the I?.§is. The 18 -syllabled type of this Vidya 
is supposed to be the best. 

(b) Tara 

Tara is the second Maha vidya in the list. She is 
variously named — as Nila Sarasvatt,’*^ Ugratara, Kkajata* 
Mahatara, Vidyarajni,t VagJsvarfJ, Sarasvat{§. 

#This is the Sakala form of the Goddess, which has three 
distinct aspects, viz. gentle ), rough ( ) and extremely; 

fierce ( ). The Niskala form is unique. 

Tara, with the initial and final syllables removed, is Nila 
SarasvatT (Mantra M,, fol. 28). EkajaU also is a little different 
from Tara so far as the Mantra is concerned. Its Mantra is either 
5-syllabIed (e.g. in the case of Nar iy ana Mantra) or 22’-syIlabled, 
in which case the IJsi is Patanjali. The expulsion of Divodasa 
from Benares is said to have been effected by the power of 
Tara Mantra. 

fits Mantra is 32-syIiabied (Mantra M. foL 39). This is; 
generally known as Maha vidya. Mantra Maha, fol. 520. 

i The Mantra is 2-syllabled. The Goddess is described as . 
white-complexioned and ten-armed ‘ (Mantra Maha, fol. 527). ; 

§ Sarasvati is not exactly identical with Vagisvari in form or 
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The Tantrachadama^ii and Tararnava describe it as 
Kuchchhuka and call it a secret Vidya. In the Tara* 
rahasyavrtti of Safikaracharya mention is found of several kinds 
of Tari, thus ; Tara, Uigra, Mahogra, Vajrakalij Sarasvatl, 
Kamelvar} and Bhadrakalf, In the Tarabhaktisudharijava 
(11th taranga ) of Nrisinaha Thakkura Vajrakalf and 
Sarasvatl are read as Vajra and Ntia Sarasvatl. 

According to tradition, the different Mantras of this 
Goddess were worshipped by different persons for different 
purposes Thus for instance the Mantras which BrahuiS had 
resorted to while conferring, boons on Tarakasura and 
Hiranyaka^ipu were 12-syllabled and 7-syllabled respectively. 
Rama’s Mantra was 7-syllabled. There is a 7-syllahIed 
Mantra of the Goddess associated with the name of Brahma, 
but it is somewhat, different. Similar is the case with the 
Mantra of Balarama. Narayana, for subjugating the 
Daityas, worshipped the 5-syllabled form of the Mantra. 
Vi§nu, in the form of Buddha, is said to have worshipped 
the 12-syllabled Mantra for preaching of Buddhism. The 
Mantra which Mahadeo gave to Para.€urama for bringing 
to an end the K§attriyas in the land was the 5-syllabled 
Mantra of Tara. 

The different forms of i ara, of which the exact number 
cannot be determined, are arranged in some Tantras 

mantra. There are several Mantras of Sarasvatl— viz. 
syllabled, of which the Bsi, Chhandas and Devata are Kaiiva, Virat 
and VagisvarT ; (ii) i i-syllabled ; (iii) 38-syllabled (worshipped by 
the Jains) ; (iv) i-syllabled (Mantra Maha, fol. 531). The form of 
the Goddess corresponding to the Mantra (i) is white-complexion- 
ed, standing on a white lotus (Do. fol. 529) ; the Goddess of (ii) is 
described as white-complexioned and either riding- on a swan 
or holding a JapamSIa and a pair of lotuses in hands { Do. fols. 
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according to . the AntnSya to which Mujh is affiliated. Thus 
SpargatarS, Chandravarna, Chaijdaghaota, Ghantika and 
Trailokyavijaya belong to the East ; Ghintamani, SiddhajafS, 
TrijatS, KruramSlika, Krurachanda, Mahachanda, VajratarS, 
BrahmatSra, Manitara, Narasitnhi, Chaturvedodari belong 
to the South ; Ugratara and the 84 types of HamsatSrs 
to the West ; AstatarS to the North ; MahogratarS, 
Mahanila, Sambhavatara, Mabanila SarasvatJ, Chtnasundari, 
Nilasundarl and Mahanila Sundari to the Upper Amnaya. 


The connection of Tara with Buddhism is very often 
referred to in the Tantras. The Rudra Yamala ( Paatla 
XVII ) and the Brahma Yamala ( Patalas I and II ) contain 
a short account of the story of Buddha and Vasi$tba with 
reference to the worship of TarS. It is said in the former 
work that Vasi§tha practised hard penances ( in the Nilachala 
hills ,* says the Brahma Yamala ) for a long time for a vision 
of Tira, but the Goddess did not appear. Feeling depressed 
he went to his Father, Brahma, and told him the whole 
story, asking him at the some time to give him a fresh 
Mantra. He was even inclined to utter a curse. Brahma 
dissuaded him from cursing and requested him to continue 
to worship the same Goddess by means of Yoga 
Thereupoi. Vasistha went to the shore of the Seat and 
practised austerities for 1000 years. But the Goddess was 
not propitiated. Vasistha lost all sense of restraint and 
pronounced a curse upon her. On this She appeared and 
said that his curse was unprovoked, for he was not aware 
of the mysteries of her worship which are known to 


* I. e. in KamakhyS (in Assam). 

f Or to the Kamakhya thills in Assam, according to Brahma- 
yamala. 


■Buddha alone in the country of MahacMna« These are 
generally included in the so-called ChfoacharaJ, 

^ Vasistha repaired to Mahachfna and entreated sBuddha 
to initiate him into the secrets of Tara worship, but when 
he found arounc’ him the devotees of Tara indulging in non- 
vedic rituals and steeped in the excesses involved in the 
.worship by the 5 Ms— i Madya, Mansa, etc,— he felt 
disgusted and doubts as to the propriety and dignity of this 
form of worship began to trouble his mind, Buddha 
realised his plight and explained to him the Kulamarga, 
which is praised as the noblest path leading to spiritual 
realisation. Through his persuasion Vasistha adopted the 
Sakta worship ( of Tara ) by means of wine and the other 
accessories till he became a perfect Yogi and had 

a vision of the Goddess, 

For a long time the Tara Mantra, owing to the curse of 
;Vasi§tha, remained ineffective, but its Xlthlana was performed 
subsequently, so as to remove its barrenness. In some places 
it is noted that the effect of the curse was till the advent 
of the Krsna Avatara (cf Pura^charyarnava, p, 782). 

As regards the origin of the Goddess it is related that 
She came forth from the upper Mouth of Siva in the form 
of a bright flame and fell into the Chola (or Cholana) lake 
to the west of Mount Meru on the day of Kalaratri, i. e. on 

J The Brahmaylmala describes the Chinachara in the 
following terms. 

jjiNr wra?}! wf I 

51 »t5Ra\g[ II sn^ ^ =EiT^B5rr- 

gife ?rj#n 1 If ^«IT: ir 
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the Dipavali day (14th dark tithi 
Kartika). Rising out of the lake sh 
and became known as NUasarasva 
who is described as an Emanation fn 
living on the north of the lake, c 
and began to worship Her (cf. Pra 
'rs^sKVifl.ktisudharnava, 1st Taradga) 


,f Akjobhya with Tara is remarkable 
le Buddhist literature as well— and 
strongly inclined to believe that t e 
really a graft from the Buddhistic 

rantra g-astra. Aksobhya is a very well 

ana Buddhism as that of a Dhyani 
blue and whose posture of hand (g^t) 
huspar^a. The Sakti and Bodhisattva 
are Lochana and Vajrapani respectively, 
meaning of the name Aksobhya (lit. 
ven in the Tantras. Siva was called by 
was not agitated even after dnnking 
/hich came out of the Churning of the 
. yin, (To he continued.) 




VIII-THE DATE OF MADHU-SUDANASARA 
SVSATL 


By Gopi Nath Kaviraj. 

The date of Madhusadana SarasvatJ has been as much 
a. vexed problem in the chronology of Indian Literature as 
that of Appayya Di'ksita. The paper on Appayya 
Dlk§ita*, recently published in the Journal of Oriental 
Research, Madras (Vol. H, pts 3-4, pp. 226-237), has indeed 
thrown much fresh light on the date of Appayya, though 
certain difficulties still remain to be solved. But the date of 
Madhusudana seems yet to be an open question, Mr. R. 
Krishna Swami Sastri, B. A., contributed an interesting 
paper on the age of Madhusadana in the pages of the same 
Journal (Vol. II, pt. 2, pp. 97-104), pleading in favour of 
the third quarter of the I7th Century ai his probable data. 

Assuming that the date of Appayya, as finally deter- 
mined by Mr. Y. Mahalinga Sastri, is correct, viz. that 
Appayya was born about 1520 A. D. and died about 1593, 
having lived a life of 72 years, it seems to one more than 
likely that Madhusudana too lived about the end of the 
I6th Century or a little earlier. Madhusudana’s date can 
not be dragged down into the 17th Ceofiiry for the obvious 
reason that a manuscript of the Siddhantabindu composed 
by him was transcribed in Saka 1539 ( 

) or 1617 A. D. This is the most positive proof in 
support of the 16th Century date for Madhusudana. Besides, 
Narayana Bhatta is said to have defeated Madhusudana and 
Nrsimhasrama in a public controversy. Narayana’s com- 
mentary on the Vrittaratnakara was written in 1545 A. D. 


^ By y. Mahalinga Sastri, B.A.,*BX., Mylapore. 


( ) 



which is therefore also the date of Madhnsudaiia. ' This ' is 
perfectly in keeping with the date of Nrsimhllrama whose 
'-Vedantatattvaviveka was' composed in 1547 A. D. Madhn- 
sudana’s high praise ot: Appayya, whom he describes as 
is explicable on the supposition that Madhu- 
sudana was a junior contemporary of the latter. In the 
same way Appayya^s alleged intellectual conversion by 
Nrsimha and his respectful reference to the views of the 
latter in the SiddhSntalela safigraha are easily intelligible 
if Nrsitnha is held to have been an earlier contemporary of 
Appayya. Nrisimha lived up to an advanced age. 

That Madhusudaiia’s Advaitaratnaraksana was written 
in reply to Sankara’s Bhedaratna is certain. But Sankara’s 
date is not after 1329 A. D., but long before A Ms, of 
his Bhedaratna was copied in Sam. 1519 or 1462 A. D. 
Sankara may be assigned to the 15th Century. Madhu- 
sudana’s contemporary Nrsimha^rama too had already 
commented upon a similar work, called Abhedaratna, written 
by one Mallanaradhya with the same end in view, i e. for 
vindication of the cause of Advaita. 

Madhusadana’s posteriority to Appayya is undoubted, 
but this need not imply any long interval between the two 
authors. They can well be explained by the assumption 
that Madhuaudana was a younger contemporary of Appayya. 
As Madhusudana’s date can not be brought down beyond 
1617 A. D., when a Ms. of his Siddhantabindu was copied, 


* The present writer pointed out long ago : ‘‘ Dr. GaAga* 

natha Jha in his Preface to the Vadivinoda, pp 1-2, places 
S^ankara about Sam vat 1585. But in view of the positive 
evidence adduced above it is no longer possible to hold this date 
as. true. ” .... . 

(The Princess of Wales Saraswati Bhavana Studies, VoL III, 




this assumption becomes inevitable. And in the light of 
evidence adduced by Y. Mahalinga Sastri it seems no longer 
possible to stick to the old dates for Appayya Dtkjita*. 

Vyasataja too was probably an older contemporary of 
MadhusQdana. The date for him given by Mr, R. K. Sastri, 
i. e. between 1446 and 1539 A. D., may be accepted. It is 
said that Vyasaraja himself sent his pupil VyasaSrama to 
study Vedanta with Madhusudanat. 

RamatirthaJ, pupil of Krsna TirthaU, commented on 

* In my paper on “Mimansa MSS in the Government Sanskrit 
Library (Benares)” I assumed (vide p. 178 of the Princess of 
Wales S. B. Studies, Vol. VI) 1587-1658 A. D. as the probable 
date of Appayya DTksita. But this may now be rejected in 
favour of the date proposed by Mr. Y. Mahalinga Sastri. Sankara 

Bhattal, the second son of NarayanaBhatta, was the author of 

a criticism on Appayya ’s Vidhirasayana. iSankara’s time is about 
the end of the i6th Century, his father’s Commentary on the 
Vrttaratnakara having been composed in 1545 A. D. This too 
shows that Appayya lived in the i6th Century and not later. 
This Sankara Bhatta was one of the Gurus of Bhattoji Diksita 
(Indian Antiquary, 1912, p. n)- Cf also Bhatta Vam^a Kavya 
Kanta Bhatta. Kamalakara, Sankara’s by nephew, also quoted 
from Appayya Diksita (S. K. De’s Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 
I., p. 266). It may be pointed out in this connection that 
Dr. Keith too accepts the i6th Century as the probable age 
of Appayya Diksita (See “ A History of Sanskrit Literature”, 
Qarendon Press, Oxford, 1928, pp. 396 & 481). 

t See History of Vedanta Philosophy by Swami PrajnanS- 
nanda, Vol. Ill, pp. 730 > 750 - 


JThis Rama Tirtha was also the author of a commentary 
on 6afikara’s Upadesa Sahasri. 


f The Guru of Rama Tirtha was one Ky^na Tirtha, as 
mentioned in Rama’s Commentaries on the Upadesa § 5 hasri and 
Sahksepa ^ariraka. There is a Ms of Tattva Chandrika, a 
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the Saakjepa^Ertraka. Madhusadaw Sffrasvati adtersd^ 

cnticised this commentary in his own Tikaon the same worfc 
So much IS clear. But it is doubtful whether this Rgma 
Tfrtha was identical with the Guru of Anafita Dei^a I. 
Even assuming the truth of the proposed identity there 
appears to be no anachronism in Madhusfldana’s having 
attacked the views and interpretations of Rama Ththa. 
ii!:n Ananta Deva II. was between 1616 and say 

50 A D., for he referred to KamaJakara Bhatfa whose 
Nirpaya Sindhu was composed in Id' 2 A. D. and was 
criticised by the great MJmamsaka Khanda Deva* who died 
m 1666 A. D. As Ananta was a protege of Prince Baz 
Bahadur who reigned probably from 1 614 to 1664 A D 
the year 1644 may be taken to be the year when Ananta 
Deva . n was living. This would explain the possibility of 
nanta s referring to Kamalakara and being himself referred 
to by KhandaDeva. If Haz Bahadur was a Prince when 


— ... W J1.4W4.A 

Commentary on inandagiri^;;;^;^o7‘6ankara^^^ 
Panchikarana, by an unnamed author, who describes himself as 
the pupil of Kreiia Tfrtha and Jag-annathr.srama (Ind. Off. 

P- 733)' If this Krsi.ia Tfrtha is the same as the Guru of 
RSma Tfrtha, Rama Tfrtha would be a contemporary of 
Nfsimhasrama, the pupil of Jagannathasrama. Nrsimha was 
Imngin 1546 A D. Hence the year 1550 A. D. assigned to Ruma 
Tirtha is quite plausible. 

Khanda Deva refuted the views of .\pa Deva 11 and of 
Ananta Deva II in his Bhat^Tpikn and Mfmamsakaustubha. 
Sambhu Bhatta, Khanda Deva’s pupil, says plainly in his 
Prabhavalf, a commentary on the Bhattadfpik > : “ 

?gsttq[ » and “ 

vrrST^T^i^rr + 4- + , » Khanda Deva musl: 

have been a very old man when he died, for he was the Guru of 
Peru Bhatta, the father of Paaditaraja Jagannatha who belongs 
td theintddlfe'of tb^^Cfentury* 
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Anaiata undertook at his request '■the' -composition’ of- the 
Smrti. Kaustobhaj this* date will have to- be shifted a few 
years .earlier. Accepting this year as our ■■ initial point and 
computing backward w^e may date the literary activities of 
his father, Apa Deva II, " the- author of Mtmamsa’NySyS' 
Prakala and Commentary on Vedantasara about ISOO A.D;, 
and those of Ananta Deva I, the author of (Vedanta) 
Siddhantaratna, about 1570 A.D. The date of hamaTfrtha, 
the author of the Commentary on the Sanksepalartraka 
referred to above and ihe Guru of Ananta Deva I, may be 
20 years earlier or about 1550 A.D. For Madhusudana who' 
might have lived up to the end of the 16th Century and 
whose Commentary on the Safiksepasartraka w^as probably a 
production of his raatiirer years it was in no way impossible 
to refer to the views of Rama Tirtha. 

It may be further observed that Madhusudana had 
among his pupils (i) Balabhadra. (ii) Purusottama Sarasvatt 
and (iii) Sesa Govinda. This Balabhadra, called Bala- 
bhadra Bhattacharya at the end of Purusottama Sarasvatfs 
Commentary on the Siddhantabindu, was the pupil for 
whose study Madhusudana bad written the Siddhantabindu. 
Purusottama refers to Madhusudana as his Guru in the 

line.-f^T3«l (to)— of tis 

Commentary on the Siddhantabindu. Sasa Govinda calls 
himself the son of Sesa Pandita and the pupil of Madhu- 
sudana in his Commentary on the Sarva Siddhanta 
Safigraha attributed to Safikaracharya. If the father of 
Govinda is held to be identical with Sesa Krsija which is not 
unlikely, the synchronism of Madhustidana with Sesa Krsna 
becomes established. That Sesa Krsna lived in the 16th 
Century is well known. Madhusudana may therefore also be 
assigned to the same age. 

Thus it seems to me very likely that Madhusudana lived 
and worked in the I6th Century. The lower limit of his 


age is furnished, not by the date of Hari Dfk^ita's Brahma^' . 
sutravritti (completed in 1736 A, D,) but by that of the 
transcription of a Ms. of Siddfaantabindu (1617 A. D.) 
There is no doubt that Narayana Ttrtha, the Guru of 
Brahmananda, whose commentaries on some of Madhuscidana®s 
works {viz, Chandrika,-Brhat and Laghu — on the Advaita 
Siddhi and Nyayaratnavali on the Siddhantabindu) are well 
known, was greatly influenced by Madhusudana’s teachings. 
His Bhaktichandrika bears upon it traces of his close 
familiarity with Madhusudana’s Bhaktirasayana and he 
himself wrote a Commentary on the latter’s Siddhantabindu 
(recently published from Benares). Narayana lived about 
the end of the 18th Century. In the Sanskrit College 
Library Benares there is a Ms. of Muktavaltprakasa by 
Dinakara dated Sam. 1758 or i701 A. D. This Ms belonged 
to the private library of Narayana Tktha himself. 



•DESCRIPTIVE ISrOTES ON SANSKRIT 
MANUSCRIPTS. 


By Gopinath Kaviraj 


. Introduction. 

The history of Indian Literature and Culture does not 
to have yet been taken up for study in the 
which the nature of the subject dennands. The efforts of 
:^pa:k' ^ Muller, Weber, Macdonell, Keith, .Winternite and 
fibers have done much indeed to systematise the researGhes 
Into the history of the Sanskrit Literature, especially in 
regard to chronology and bibliography as a whole ; and a 
host of writers have done, and been still doing, a good deal 
of valuable spade-work in various fields connected with 
Sanskrit Studies. Descriptive Catalogues of Mss. hitherto 
published, are of great use, not only for bibliographical studies 
but also for literary chronology, which is often a vixed subject. 
But with all these data, — and they are by no means insigni- 
ficant,— it is not possible to attempt to build up the 
cultural history of the country, unless and until they are 
reinforced by the data available on a close and systemative 
study of the contents of the important unpublished manus- 
cripts, lying in deposit in the various libraries of India and 
outside. It is indeed true that even all the published 
Sanskrit works have not yet been ransacked and subjected 
to a thoroughly critical examination, so far as their contents 
are concerned. But such a work may be left to scholars, 
who will be able to accomplish it, each in his own sphere 
of study, sooner or later. As for the Mss, however, the need 
of such an examination is imminent and even imperative, 



W nass aeposited in libraries are not within easy reach 
of all scholars interested in the subjects concerned. 

(5) Some of them being fragmentary and unique may 
never be published at all. 

(e) Even those which are complete are not likely to be 
published in entirety and at an early date. 

(d) Single leaves are sometim 
information which, unless it is no 
available for study. 

(e) Mss, old and decaying, 
destroyed. It is desirable to have 
specially on the 
Mss which for 

A critical and r ’ 

easily be attempted subsequently, when 
such matter will have been collected. 

I think a work of this nature has long been a desideratum, 
and I believe that every Library of Sanskrit manuscripts 
ought to come forward, ready for co-operation in this 
cyclopaedic work, and try to contribute its own quota to 
this end. This must be done, if a systematic study of 
Sanskrit literature and the culture reflected therein has ever 
to be undertaken. 


are in fear of being soon 
a record of the contents, 
important points dealt with, of interesting 
some reason or other have a value of their 
comparative study of these notes can 
1 a large amount of 


own, 


Under the name of “Descriptive Notes” 
brrng out the results of my studies of man' 
special reference to their contents. These i 
view the requirements of cultural and historical 
names of the Mss from which notes have be 
not been arranged in any order ;--such ai 
evidently impossible at the beginning. But 
to append at the end of notes on a certain nur 
classified list of the works noticed. The Mss ' 
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to the Goveriimeot Sanskrit Library,, but; there are '-some of 
private owners also. In every case this has been clearly 
indicated. 


<o> 


No. 1. 


aftssiqrw WtR 


Fds S-13. Script — Beoanagari. 

Interlocution between Brahmana and Brahmant. A 
fragment only. Ms old, and the script rather peculiar (Plate) 

The Codex begins with an interesting tale of the various 
Avataras : vis. (a) PriSnigarbha, (6) 5?abha, (<?) Prthu, 
(d) Nara-Narayana, («) Dhanvantari, (/) Hayagriva, {g) Datta, 
son of Atri and Anasuya, [h) Kapila, (i) Para^urama, son of 
Renuka, ij) Rama and his brothers, ih) Vyasa and (?) Kr?ria 
who descends in every Manvantara in the 22nd Dvapara 
Yuga, with His own Saktis, and Gopas &c. who are the 
products of His own Body. 

Brndavana is said to be of two kinds— (») earthly (^JT) 
and (ii) transcendent ; of which the former again is 

two-fold, one in Mathura and the other in Purusottama (Puri). 

?r5r I i 

cm f^T ^ ^ Cf^r I II 

5131 1 »Ri >rtir: ii 

Names of Vi§3au's Avataras and their various functions 
for redemption of the world are then stated. It is here 
added in passing that the way of Knowledge was for the first 
time preached by the four Sanas^ and the Way of Devotion 
by Narada. 


* Viz. Sanaka, Sanandana, Sanitana and Sanatkumilra.. 





The Divya Bmdavana is above Lifiga and Yoni— Puru$a 
and Prakrti ; it is here that the Supreme Being abides in the 
undiminished splendours of His Existence, Self-awareness 
and Delight. He is transcendent and formless 
while at the same time invested with infinity of forms 
(^arr^n:)— the Quintessence of Joy, the Lord of the 
Universe. His Sakti is Radhika, .the Soul of Delight 

From Her come forth and in Her 
continue the Universe and the innumerable Souls (%rfe iiuft)* 
inhabiting it. With them Sr}kr 5 na is reported to be 
playing always and in myriads of ways. He is the limitless 
Ocean of Joy ( ) and His plays with His Saktis, 

also limitless, give rise in phenomena to the varieties of what 
we have come to term Aesthetic Joy ( 

* Mentioned here as narls, females once. It may be ot 
interest to note that in the Vaisnava Cult, of which Rsdhiko- 
panisad represents an aspect, the souls are conceived as 
feminine. Srikrsna Himself, the Supreme Self, is the Only Purusa 
in this view, and the rest are His Praki-tis or Saktis. Even in 
the Gita (VII. 4 - 5 ) the jTva is described as the Prakrti of Igvara, 
along with Nature (the Avyakta of Sankhya), with this distinction, 
however, that it is higher ( w ) and that the latter is lower 
( 8ITO- ) . 

The passage in the Radhikopanisad which refers to Radhika 
(=aTTH¥^ or of the Deity) as the Immaculate source 

of Universal manifestation finds its closest parallel in the 
saying of the Upanisad 

&c. And it also implies that from the Fulness of Divine Joy 
(31R5?), by an apparent split within Itself, by a process of negation 
or contraction, fgti. (corresponding to and (corres- 
ponding to the so-called Purusa and Prakrti, 

have finaUy evolved (much in the fashion indicated in Sufi’ 
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The position of Nitya Brndavana, according to this 
school, may be understood from a glance at the following 
rough sketch ; 

Brndavana 

1 

Brahmajyotis 

River Viraja — River Viraja 

Sivaloka 

1 

Devlloka 

j 

Mahavisnuloka 

It is related that once Brahma, with a host of other 
godSj conceived the idea of making a pilgrimage to this 
Brndavana. They took for their guide a Person, named 
Mahahari, an emanation from the mouth of Mahavisi?a and 
started on their journey. This Person is represented as 
blue, eight-armed, yellow* robed, lotus-eyed and wearing a 
garland of wild flowers. They went first to the Plane of 
Durga or Tripura Sundarf, whose Form is described as 
that of a bright and youthful goddess, with three eyes and 
four arms bearing the fivefold arrow, a bow, a noose and 
a hook and decked with red ornaments. She appears here as 
the Type of Supreme Beauty. She blessed them all. 

Thereupon the gods proceeded up to the Plane of 
Siva, where they beheld a Luminous Linga in touch with 
the Mahayoni or Yogapkha. It pervaded the Universe and 
yet transcended its utmost bournes. It was Sadaaiva. The 
gods recognised Him and sang hymns in His praise, on 
which the God issued forth from the Linga in a form 
half-male and half-female, called Ardhanarisvara. He 
described Himself to be the Linga or Tejas of Srt Krsna 
and Durga as Radhika Herself. It was through the effect 



of Maya alone that she, -was '.of the form of Yoni** This 
Plane is the utmost .• limit of the gnnas. Beyond is the- 
Ineffable, Unsullied, the Immutable, the Silent. Here 
Time and Space, as limiting eonditiomf, are annihilated, 
and do not find any place : 

sirsi 5T *T;fir*W{ I 

yjW ■■ ■ 

biva blessed them all. But the gods were disheartened 
and were about to retire, in view of the immensity, unraea- 
sureability and inaccessibility of the Light Beyond. Siva 
took pity on the depressed gods, and at that time from His 
five mouths issued forth the great mantra, called the 
Panchapadividya, viz. 

which the gods received and the Initiation took place. 

The next step was the river Viraja. It is described as 
luminous ( ), shoreless and endowed with 

innumerable qualities. While on its bank they heard coming 
from Beyond a sweet strain, as of flutes ( ), lutes 

( ) and mrdahgas and the sounds of Krsna's names 
(Govinda, etc.) chanted. The gods were over-joyed and 
began to meditate fervently ( ) on the great Mantra 

which they had received. Opening their eyes they beheld 
lying before them a vast City of Light, bright but mellow, 
and brilliantly decked. In the river they saw, around them, 
the reflection of a forest of Kadambas. In this was a Kalpa 
Tree, with branches of jewels, leaves of emerald, trunk of 
gold, fruits of rubies, roots studded with gems, and shadowy. 
Under this tree they beheld to their infinite delight and 

# Linga and Yoni are two pro-creative symbols and stand for 
the Divine Father and Mother. They stand at the apex of 
creative flux, and above them both (also permeating and 
upholding them ) is the Eternity. 

- f This. is important, for as they have their use 

Sternal. Ileaims.^ . 



sittings a Beautiful Boy, wuh the ctowo ot 
peacock’s tail on His head, wild garlands round His neck, 
wearing robes like lightning-flashes and various ornaments 
and shining with the bluish tint of a newly risen cloud on 
the horizon. He was playing on the flute and was of a 
Form whose beauty surpassed in an infinite degree the 
loveliness and charm of the god of Love, On His lap was 
a Girl, lightning-like and adorned- 

The devas were so much taken with this glorious vision 
of Radha Krsna that they at once set themselves to swim 
across, when Mahahari stopped them, saying : — 

^ ^ ^ 1 'll li 

The river was embanked. The city was decorated 
all round with jewelied-staffs ( ) and flags. The gods, 
moved on towards it, when lo 1 

s!Rr«rc%?riE?rcr: i 


The rare and marvellous vision of One Self playing in 
myriads of forms was vouchsafed to them. 

A picturesque description of this Realm is then given. 

Tt is narrated that the gods, before actually entering into the 
precincts of this city, were asked by the gate keeper, who 
was himself in every respect of the same form as Kffua, 
to state from which Brahmanda they came and for what 
purpose and also to establish the identity of each.* 

* For the worlds being infinite, the Brahmas Visrius etc., 
who are only the functionaries concerned with government of the 
Universe under the direction of the Supreme, must also be 
consistently held to be countless. It is immaterial in this context 




OF KASr NATHA 

FoU 1 — ?>. Script — Nagart. 

The work begins — 

m to 

^5^’CTcfff^rssr 

ifiwcftt ’err fl*TWcff ^fest«[T I II t il 
sfr^r at«[^Tg#^'c^T?¥rt^S5«r»i. i 
^rJift5ii«i5 f^aT5ff^cr?:fNt*i, ii ll 

The author says that it is declared in the Kalpasutras, 
attributed to Bhagavan Narayana, that the upasana of Gayatri 
alone is sufficient for the Brahmanas to secure Mok§a— 
’I5cir^l5cw^re%%si *f*r^i 5rr?:T=!i%rr i%siT«jji 

srRi^rf^crJl. (foi- i W. in 
support of this several quotations are given, some without 
reference to the source and some from the Aditya Puraiia, 
Visnu-Yamala, Atharva-Veda, Devyatharva Siras, Gayatri- 
hrdaya, GayatrlstavarSja, Gayatrirabasya and Vasi§tha. 


whether we are to conceive the gods as Jivas with extended 
powers and wisdom or as I^vara, with His infinite power and 
wisdom curtailed for division into multiple centres of activity. 
In both hypotheses the worlds and the gods would be innumer- 
able. The Primum Materia being given as infinite, the worlds 
following from it must be supposed to be without an end. 
The plurality of worlds is a rational and legitimate hypothesis 
and is accepted as a matter of course in every system of Indian 
Thought. Cf Kusumitjali {II Stavaka), Sivapurana; Schrader, 
Introduction to the PaticbarStra, p. 39. See also Cfaaitanya 
Charitamrita, Sarkar’s English Translation of the above, pp 273- 


.-■'The Gayatrlhrday a presen this scheme of Emanation: 
Pranava, (the,: .mystic syllable ■ ♦Om.*' ) —Vyahrti — Gayatn — 
.Savitr!-~^Sarasvat!—¥edas— Brahma— the Lokas. It is stated 
that all the Vedas with their aiigas, all ' the Upanisads, all 
the Itihasas have emanated from the Gay at ri. In the Gavatri- 
rahasya prominence is given to Sakti, as usually in the 
Tantrik works, and the Sakti is described as two-fold, vi^, 
Saguna and Nirguga, the former worshipped by men of the 
world ) and the latter by the recluse ( : ) . 

The quotations from the Atharva Veda i?) consist of 
Annstiip verses, Pauraoic or Tantrik in character, in which 
the order of Emanation is given as below : 

Chitsakti — Prakrti (~the Reflected Image of Chitsakti, 
)— Mahat — Ahahkara- Aka^a — Vayu— -Agni 
— Jala — Prithvi — Osadhi — Anna— Retas. In this wa^^ the 
entire univese is ultimately traced to 5aktibimba or Nature. 


OF KAStNATHA. 

Fols 1-10. Script — Ndgar'i. 

The author calls himself Kaslnatha Bhatta Bhada, son 
of Siva Bhatfa alim Jayarama Bhatta, son of Sivarama 
Bhatta. His mother’s name appears as Varanasi in the 
colophons of his works— («) and 

(6) of which extracts are given in Peterson’s 

Ulwar Catalogue (pp. 238, 239). In the Introductory verse 
(no. 1) of (a) his teacher is named Ananta. His other known 
works are — 

ic) d5rf3r‘^i%^T (Ibid, p. 232) 

(rf) (Ibid, p. 252) 

(e) described in No. 3, pmaim, is 
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probably his work.; Jo .- ((?)\the author is described ; as 

The author is very anxious to prove ', that the views of 
the Vamacharins ■ are unfounded. It is said that in the 
64 Tantras and 8 Yamalas'.the teacher Daksinamiirti prescribed 
all rites for the first three castes according to Daksina marga 
and for the Sudras according to Varna marga. The Merutaritra 
says plainly that Vamachara is not intended for the 3 higher 
castes and again ' that of the three kinds of Up^sana mental 
Puja and Japa are Sattvika, Daksina and Image worship 
are rajasika and offerings, to ^Bhaga' etc. are tamasic. The 
Samayachara Tantra divides Achara into two classes and 
explains Vamachara as connected with the five mudras, etc. 
and Daksinachara as devoid of the same. In the Uttara 
Kaularnava there is a description of Vamachara^ saying that 
in this form wine, meat and similar other things are its 
accessories and that really obscene acts have to be indulged 
). The triangle ( ) is a symbol 

of the female organ. The Digambaras, Ksapanakas etc. are 
votaries of this form of worship, which is declared to 
be non-vedic. There are certain minor differences however 
between the methods of worship of the Kaulas and those 
of the Digambaras* 


etc. 


Me— A^«0T1: 0N THE MEANING OE.THE TERM 

- '■ 

By Umesa Mi^kA. . 

I the coorse of my studies I happened to come across 
the word ‘ Pararddha ’ representiog various stages of numeral 
notation. In the Sukla-Yajurveda-Samhita,^ to begin 
withj we had that it is the thirteenth place of notation which 
Pas atddha occupies. Thus the order of numerxal- notations 
found in this Samhita is as follows :-*- 
Eka=:l 
Dasa=10 
Sata = lG0 
Sahasra=1000 
Ayuta= 1000,0 
Niyuta= 100,00 ^ 

Prayuta= 1000,000 
Arbuda = 1000,000,0 
Nyarbuda=: lOOjOOOjOO 
Samudra = 1000,000,000 
Madhya = 1000,000,000,0 
Anta^ = 1000,000,000,00 
Pararddha=: 1000,000,000,000 

Here both Uvata and Mahidhara in their Bhasyas @n 
the above’ say that we get the subsequent number when the 
preceding one is multiplied by ten.^ 

I. Adhyaya 17 Rea 2 . PP. 311 , Niniaya Sagar, Bombay 


Ed, 1912 . 

: -2. .., , It is also , called Antanksa. 

3 . Sulda Yajurveda Samhita PP, 311 . 
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But in the explanation of these terms Mahfdhara differs 
and holds that, truly speaking, it is the eighteenth place of 
notation which is occupied by Parardha. Thus the differences, 
according to him, begin from Prayuta, which is equal to ten 
lacs, as Niyuta represents a lac. After Prayuta comes Koti 
and then Arbuda and Nyarbuda. The latter, he says, is a 
synonym of Abja. Further, he says that as Abja literally 
means that which is produced out of water, it implies that I 
the numerals coming between Abja and Samudra, namely, 
Kharva, Nikharva, Mahapadma, and Sanku, are indicated 
by Abja only. Thus according to him the following is the 
order : — 

Eka=l 

Das'a= 10 

Sata=100 

Sahasra=1000 

Ayuta = 1000,0 

Niyuta= 1000,00 =:Laksa 

Prayuta = 10005000= Daca-laksa i 

Koti = 10005000,0 

Arbuda = 1000,000500 

Nyarbuda = 1000,000,000 = Abja 

Kharva = 1000,000,000,0 = Abja multiplied by ten. 

Nikharva = 10005000,000,00 
Mahapadma = 1000,000,000,000 
Sanku = 1000,000,000,000,0 
Samudra = 1000,000,000,000,00 
Madhya= 1000,000,000,000,000 

Anta = 1000,000,000,000,000 ,0 t 

Pararddha= 1000,000,000 000,000,00 

Now if this view of Mahfdhara be taken to be correct 
how can Uvata or Mahfdhara himself be justified in saying 


I, Ibid. 
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that the numbers one to Pararddha (as given in the text) 
are to be had when each preceding one is multiplied by ten.* 
According to the text as explained by Uvata, Mahldhara and 
later Smrti writers, Samudra is equal to 1000,000,000 which 
now will become 1000,000,000,000,00. Both these explanations 
cannot be true in any way. 

Coming to Jyotihsastra, we find that it is the eighteenth 
place which is occupied by Parardfaa and the order is almost 
the same as given by Mahidhara. The only difference is 
that Mahidhara holds that Samudra multiplied by ten 
becomes one Madhya, which, when multiplied by ten, 
becomes one Anta or Antya. In the Jyotih^astra here 
the order is reverse. It holds that Samudra multiplied by 
ten becomes Anta or Antya, which, when multiplied by ten. 
becomes Madhya.t This seems to be the view of Visnupurana 
also.l 

But Dhananjaya Bhatta, a commentator on Jyotihiastra, 
holds a different view. According to him it is the thirty- 
second place which Parardha occupies in the order of numeral 
notations§. Thus the order is as follows ; — , 


Mahidhara Bhasya on Ibid. 

d?|qT3jrafilr!JTf| — Ubata Bhasya. 

TVide Lilavati of Bhaskaracarya. Saakhyaparimanam 
of Kesava Misra, the great Smrtikara pp. i-a Darbhangi Ed. 
.saka 1825. 

X Quoted by Kegava Misra. 

§ Ibid. 


Sata=100 
Sahasra = 1000 
Ayuta = 1000,0 
Laksa= 1000,00 
Da^alaksa= 1000,000 

Koti = 1000,000,0 

Daca Koti= 1000,000,00 
Cata Kotj = 1000,000,000 
Arbuda= 1000,000,000,0 
Abja== 1000,000,000,00 

Kkarva= 1000,000,000,000 
Mahakharva= 1000,000,000,000,0 
Padma= 1000,000,000,000,00 
Antya= 1000,000,000,000.000 

Mahapadma= 1000,000,000,000.000,0, 

Mahaca= 1000,000,000,000,000,00 
^afikha= 1000,000,000,000,000,000 
Mahasankha = 1000,000,000,000.000.000,0 
K§iti = 1000,000.000,000,000,000,00 

Mahaksiti = 1000,000,000,000,000,000,000 
K5obha= 1000,000,000,000,000,000 000,0 
Mahaksobha= 1000.000.000,000,000,000,0(0,00 

Nldhi = 1000,000,000,000,000,000,000 000 
Mahanidhi = 1000,000,000,000.000,000,000,000,0 

Samudra= 1000.000,000,000.000,000,000,000,00 
Puskara= 1000,000, 000, 000, 000,000,000,000,(100 

Acintya= 1000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 0 

Amita= 1000, 000, 000,000.000, 000,000.000, 000,00 
Anauta = 1000, 000,000.000,000,000.000, 000, 00(), 000 
Parardha = 1 000,000,000,000,000,000,000.000,000,000,0 

Kesava Migra says that in the Baiabhu ana, which 
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a work on Jyotih sastra, in place of Antya, the sixteenth 
place, we have ianku This Balabhusana is attributed to 
one Ghai^desvara t . 

Lastly, we find that Agnipurana differs from all the 
above and bolds that it is the sixteenth place which is 
occupied by Parardha. Thus it enumerates the notations in 

the following order 

:Eka''==:'lv'-'.v 


Dasa ~~ 10 


^ata”"'100 
Sahasra--. 1000.- 
Ayuta= 1000,0 
Niyiita= 1000,00 
Prayuta== 1000,000 
Koti= 1000,000,0 
Arbuda= 1000,000,00 
Vrnda=: 1000,000,000 
Kharva.;=r 1000,000,000,0 
Nikharva:^ 1000,000,000,00 
^ankha= 1000,000,000,000 
Padrna-- 1000,000,000,000,0 
Samudrn=: 1000,000,000,000,00 
Parardha^ 1000,000,000,000,000. 

Th[s entire treatment leaves us in dark as to the exact 
value of Parardita. There ?eems to be altogether indepen- 
dent interaretatioris of il\ Not only are we unable to fix 
the place of Parardba but we* find it is equally difficult to 


* Saiikliyaparimana p. 2 

T Ibid p 7, where it is said ‘ ’ Is this the 

same Chaudesvara as the writer of the Ratnakaras ? 

T Ibid pp. 2, 






know exactly what the terms ' denote - after ;P^ 

which they all agree. 

Not finding myself any reasonable ' solution of the ''figure, 
I have put it here as I found it m the' various- places'j : so: that 
the attention of ; the - scholars .mxiv 'be/dra\vn.,to:wardS:A^^^^ 

problem and a good solution arrived at. 


